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1 Introduction  


The purpose of this Responsiveness Summary is to present the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency’s (USEPA’s) response to public comments on the Second Five-Year 
Review for the Bunker Hill Mining and Metallurgical Complex Superfund Site, Operable 
Units 1, 2, and 3. While a public comment period is not required for five-year reviews, the 
USEPA felt strongly that given the strong amount of public and stakeholder interest in the 
site, a public comment period was warranted.  

This Responsiveness Summary consists of two sections, as follows: 

•	 Section 1—Introduction: This section provides an overview of the public comment 
history and process  

•	 Section 2—Comments and Responses: Provides an overview of the written comments 
received from the public and various stakeholder groups during the June – July 2005 
Public Comment Review of the Draft Five-Year Review Report. 

Copies of the written comments received and the USEPA’s comment-specific responses 
were not included in the Appendix to the hard copy of the final report, but are included in 
the attached CD-ROM. They are also available by one of the following means:  

•	 Visit the USEPA Region 10 website:

http://yosemite.epa.gov/r10/cleanup.nsf/bh/five+year+reviews


•	 Call 1-800-424-2709 to order a hard copy, or  

•	 Visit one of the Site’s eight information repositories listed below: 

USEPA Seattle Office

Superfund Records Center

1200 Sixth Avenue 

Seattle, WA 98101 

206-553-4494 


Pinehurst Kingston Library

107 Main Avenue 

Pinehurst, ID 83850 

208-682-3483 


Kellogg Public Library 

16 West Market Avenue 

Kellogg, ID 83827 

208-786-7231 


Coeur d’Alene Field Office, USEPA 

1910 Northwest Boulevard, Suite 208 

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814 

208-664-4588 
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SECTION 1—INTRODUCTION 

Wallace Public Library 

415 River Street 

Wallace, ID 83873 

208-752-4571 


Harrison City Hall 

100 Frederick Avenue 

Harrison, ID 83833 

208-689-3212 


North Idaho College Library  

1000 Garden Avenue 

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814 

208-769-3355 


Spokane Public Library 

906 West Main Avenue 

Spokane, WA 99201-0976

509-444-5336 for reference desk – ask for Dana 

Dalrymple


Public comment periods are not required for five-year review documents. However, the 
USEPA elected to provide the public and stakeholders an opportunity to comment on this 
five-year review report given the strong public and stakeholder interest regarding the 
Bunker Hill Site. The original public comment period was a 30-day period extending from 
June 1 to June 30, 2005. Two requests for an extension to the public comment period were 
received by the USEPA during the public comment period. In response, the USEPA granted 
a 30-day extension to the public comment period extending the end date to July 30, 2005. 

The USEPA has provided venues for public comment throughout the five-year review 
process. Notification that the USEPA was conducting a site-wide five-year review began in 
the summer of 2004, followed by periodic updates on the progress of the review and 
opportunities for public input. Public notification was accomplished through fact sheets, the 
Coeur d’Alene Basin Bulletin, and the USEPA Region 10 website. Direct notification was 
accomplished via letters, e-mails, and presentations to a number of organizations. 
Telephone interviews were conducted with county council chairs and with the mayors of 
the cities and towns within the Bunker Hill Site. During the public comment period, open 
houses were held at five locations throughout the Coeur d’Alene Basin. The open houses 
provided opportunities to talk with the USEPA and State of Idaho staff about the five-year 
review. Forty-five people attended these open houses. 
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2 Comments and Responses  


2.1 Number and Type of Comments Received 
In addition to comment period extension request letters from HellerEhrman and the Idaho 
Congressional Delegation, the following 19 individuals or entities submitted comments: 

• Broadsword, Senator Joyce (State Government) 
• Bryne, Iris 
• Coeur d’Alene Tribe 
• Colona, Bob 
• Department of the Interior 
• Eversole, Gayle 
• Hardy, L. Rogers and Antonia (2) 
• Harwood, Terry, Basin Commission Executive Director 
• HellerEhrman (Hecla) 
• Kramer, Charles and Judy 
• McCroskey, Robert 
• Mihelich, Mike, Kootenai Environmental Alliance 
• Miller, Barbara (2) 
• A mother 
• Panhandle Health District 
• Roizen, Ron 
• Sierra Club 
• Wandrocke, Dick 
• Woods, Paul , USGS Water Resources 

The authors of comment submittals were organized into the commenter types listed in 
Table 2-1, which presents the numbers of comment submittals by each commenter type. 
Individual comments within each submittal were marked and assigned to a specific 
category (General or OU) and subcategory as shown in Table 2-2. Table 2-2 also lists the 
number of comments received for each subcategory. Within the 21 comment submittals, 220 
separate comments were identified.  

2.2 Responses to Comments 
As stated earlier, the written comments received and USEPA’s comment-by-comment 
responses were not reproduced in the hard copy of the final report but they are available on 
the attached CD-ROM. On the CD-ROM, Appendix A includes scanned copies of the 
comment submittals (letters, cards, faxes, and e-mails) received during the public comment 
period and the USEPA’s responses to those comments. This information is also available on 
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SECTION 2—COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

the EPA Region 10 website and at each of the Site’s eight information repositories. You may 
also request a hard copy of the complete Appendix A from EPA Region 10. 

TABLE 2-1 

Number of Total Comment Documents Received, Listed by Commenter Type 

Commenter Type Number of Comment Submittals 

State Agencies 3 

Groups 2 

Cards 6 

Federal Agencies 3 

Mining Company 
Representatives 1 

County Agencies 1 

Citizens 5 

TOTAL 21 

TABLE 2-2 

Categories and Subcategories Applied to Comments  

Comment Category Comment Subcategory Number of Comments 
General Subcategory for General 36 
OU1 Blood Lead 5 
OU1 Human Health 1 
OU1 OU1 ICP 2 
OU1 OU1 Right of Ways 1 
OU1 Recontamination 1 
OU1 Yard Cleanups 3 
OU2 Biological Resources 1 
OU2 Groundwater 1 
OU2 Mine Water 5 
OU2 OU2 General 4 
OU2 OU2 ICP 4 
OU2 Phase I Remedial Actions 21 
OU2 Recreational (UPRR) 6 
OU2 Surface Water 1 
OU3 ARARs 3 
OU3 Basin Commission 1 
OU3 Biological Resources 1 
OU3 Coeur d'Alene Lake 23 
OU3 Human Health 4 
OU3 Human Health-Recreational 7 
OU3 Human Health-Residential 6 
OU3 Human Health-Trail of the Coeur d'Alenes 26 
OU3 Mine and Mill Sites 21 
OU3 OU3 General 14 
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SECTION 2—COMMENTS AND RESPONSES  

TABLE 2-2 

Categories and Subcategories Applied to Comments  

Comment Category Comment Subcategory Number of Comments 
OU3 OU3 ICP 7 
OU3 Recontamination 1 
OU3 Repositories 5 
OU3 STORET 1 
OU3 Surface Water 3 
OU3 Surface Water-Monitoring 2 
OU3 Surface Water-Water Treatment 3 
 TOTAL 220 
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Comment Period Extension Request Letters and Responses 
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Senator Joyce Broadsword 
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Letter - S3. Signatory - Joyce Broadsword. 

Response to Comment S3-1 
Thank you for your comment letter. Please be assured that we 
have and will continue to fully consider comments from the 
public and their elected officials. The final report reflects changes 
made based on comments received during the public comment 
period. 

We also agree that the draft report was a complex document, and 
considerable time was required to review and provide comments. 
The original 30-day comment period was based on meeting the 
September 27, 2005, statutory deadline for completion of the 
review and report. Upon request, and approval from the USEPA 
Headquarters, we extended the public comment period an 
additional 30 days to July 30, 2005. We will carefully consider the 
time necessary for public review and comment during the next 
five-year review.  

Response to Comment S3-2 
The USEPA and the State of Idaho have completed a number of 
actions to stabilize hillsides adjacent to residential yards. Sections 
3.2.1.1, 4.3.1, and 4.3.14 of the five-year review report provide 
information on these actions. The remedial actions selected for 
the Site, however, do not include the complete removal of 
contaminants from the Site. Therefore, remediated areas such as 
residential areas and hillsides will continue to be monitored over 
time to ensure that the remedy is performing as designed. Per the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 121(c), the USEPA is required to 
review remedial actions that result in hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants remaining onsite at least once every 
five years. The purpose of this review is to determine if the 
remedy is or will be protective of human health and the 
environment. 
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Response to Comments S3-3 and S3-4 
The 2002 interim Operable Unit 3 (OU3) Record of Decision 
(ROD) and the administrative record that supports the OU3 
ROD, document the widespread presence of mine waste 
contamination throughout OU3. In addition, the OU3 ROD 
indicated that the selected remedial actions would not fully 
address environmental and human health risks posed by 
this contamination. The OU3 ROD also identified an 
adaptive management strategy or incremental approach to 
implement the ROD. Given the magnitude and widespread 
extent of the contamination, the interim OU3 ROD provides 
for a 30-year cleanup plan. After the OU3 ROD is 
implemented and for each five-year review, the USEPA will 
evaluate the effectiveness and protectiveness of the cleanup. 
The referenced table is the schedule for the Basin 
Environmental Monitoring Plan (BEMP) (this table is now 
Table 5-58 in the final five-year review report.). The 30-year 
implementation plan for the BEMP reflects the 30-year 
implementation period for the OU3 ROD. The monitoring 
program is critical to the successful implementation and 
evaluation of the OU3 Selected Remedy. A key goal of the 
BEMP is to monitor and evaluate progress of the cleanup 
remedy in terms of improving the ecosystem conditions. 

Response to Comment S3-5 
We are glad you found the maps useful. We agree that 
before and after photographs are helpful and will consider 
including them in future documents. 

Response to Comment S3-6 
See response to comments S3-3 and S3-4.  

Response to Comment S3-7 
Again, thank you for your comment letter. If you have any 
further questions, please feel free to contact Tamara Langton 
at (206) 553-2709.  
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Iris Bryne 
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Letter - CR4. Signatory - Iris Bryne 


Response to Comment CR4-1 
There are no Institutional Controls Program (ICP) 
requirements for roofing. There are ICP requirements, 
however, for interior ceiling work where an attic is 
exposed. The local ICP program, run by the Panhandle 
Health District, has health and safety information, as well 
as limited equipment to borrow for these types of projects. 
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Coeur d’Alene Tribe
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Letter - F4. Signatory - CDA Tribe 
Response to Comment F4-1 

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation 
and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 121(c) requires the USEPA 
to perform a review of remedial actions that result in 
hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants remaining 
at the site at least every five years. The purpose of the review 
is to assure the remedial actions are protective of human 
health and the environment.  

All comments that were received on earlier drafts of the report 
were reviewed, and if relevant to the five-year review, resulted 
in the USEPA providing written responses and/or corrections 
or clarifications in the final five-year review report. Comments 
that were not relevant to the five-year review process or report 
were not addressed in the five-year review report or this 
responsiveness summary.  

The purpose of a five-year review is not to change the selected 
or deferred remedies in records of decision (RODs). The 
Operable Unit 3 (OU3) ROD documents the USEPA's 
conclusion, based upon available information at the time, that 
active remediation of lake bed sediments was not warranted. 
Additional information related to this conclusion is available 
in the OU3 Feasibility Study (FS). Nevertheless, the USEPA 
continues to evaluate conditions in the lake and will use this 
information to determine whether response actions are 
necessary. As stated in the OU3 ROD and the five-year review 
report, the USEPA will evaluate lake conditions in future five-
year reviews.  

The USEPA recognizes that the Tribe is the beneficial owner of 
the submerged lands within the Reservation and use and 
control the water, fish and wildlife within the Reservation. 
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Letter - F4 
Page 2 

Consistent with CERCLA and the National Oil and 
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), 
the USEPA has consulted and coordinated its efforts with 
the Tribe throughout the CERCLA cleanup process in 
OU3. This includes requesting that the Tribe review and 
comment on draft reports related to the cleanup. The 
USEPA also provided financial support for the Tribe’s 
participation in the remedial investigation (RI), feasibility 
study, remedial design (RD) and remedial action (RA) 
phases of OU3 cleanup, and for fish investigative studies 
of the lake under Superfund. In addition, Clean Water Act 
funds have been provided for implementation of the Lake 
Environmental Monitoring Plan (LEMP) and 
hydrodynamic modeling of Coeur d'Alene Lake. Pending 
the outcome of these studies, evaluation of the National 
Academy of Sciences’ National Research Council (NRC) 
recommendations and other considerations, the USEPA 
will evaluate the need for future studies. 

The USEPA has also provided financial support for the 
development of a revised Lake Management Plan (LMP), 
and has worked with the State and the Tribe to secure 
mediation support to finalize an effective, multi-party 
LMP. An initial Coeur d'Alene LMP was developed by the 
Clean Lakes Coordinating Council, the Idaho Department 
of Environmental Quality (IDEQ), and the Coeur d'Alene 
Tribe to address water quality issues identified in a 1991
1992 water quality study. This LMP was completed in 
1995 and adopted in 1996. A revised LMP is currently 
being developed but has not yet been completed or 
implemented. The USEPA has modified the language 
throughout the final report that the LMP is being revised 
and not implemented. 
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Letter - F4 
Page 3 

Response to Comment F4-2 
The site description in applicable sections of the final five-
year review report has been changed to the following: 

“The United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) Region 10 has conducted its second, site-wide 
review of the Bunker Hill Mining and Metallurgical 
Complex Superfund Facility (the “Bunker Hill Superfund 
Site” or “Site”) located within northern Idaho, sections of 
the Coeur d'Alene Reservation, and northeastern 
Washington.” 

Response to Comment F4-3 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment F4-4 
The format of the recommendations and follow-up actions 
table, as well as the issues table, is taken from current 
USEPA five-year review guidance. The suggestion to add 
whether an action succeeded or achieved its goal within 
the recommendations and follow-up actions table will be 
considered for the next five-year review.  
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Letter - F4 
Page 4 

Response to Comment F4-5 
a)	 For this Executive Summary paragraph, the final five-

year review report states the following: 

“In addition, a remedy for Coeur d’Alene Lake is not 
included in the 2003 OU3 ROD. State, tribal, federal and 
local governments are in the process of developing a 
revised lake management plan outside of the Superfund 
process using separate regulatory authorities.” 

This paragraph can also be found in Sections 2.2.3, 5.1, 
5.1.3, and 5.7 of the final five-year review report.  

Section 5.7.3, Question A of the final five-year review 
report states that “a decision on a remedy was deferred by 
the USEPA pending the revision and adoption of an LMP 
would serve as the management tool for protecting the 
lake from increased nutrient enrichment and the possible 
metals mobilization from contaminated bottom 
sediments.”  

b) This information is provided in Section 5.7.1.1 of the 
final five-year review report, rather than the Executive 
Summary. 

c) The status of the revised LMP is discussed in Section 5.7 
of the final five-year review report, rather than the 
Executive Summary. 

d) Conclusions and recommendations regarding LMP 
revisions are discussed in Section 5.7.1.1 of the final five-
year review report, rather than the Executive Summary.  

e) This comment is not relevant to the five-year review 
process or report, therefore, a response is not provided. 
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f) Comment noted. Criteria needed for a “no-action” alternative for the lake are included in Section 5.7.1.1 of the final five-year review 
report, rather than the Executive Summary. 

Response to Comment F4-6 
The USEPA agrees with the commenter. As described by CERCLA Section 121(c), the purpose of a five-year review is to evaluate the 
implementation and performance of certain remedial actions to determine if the remedial action is or will be protective of human health 
and the environment. In this second five-year review report, we have expanded this and included information on other activities such as 
the Operable Unit 2 (OU2) biomonitoring program and areas where remedial action has not been selected, such as Coeur d'Alene Lake. It 
is our intention once again to discuss the status of activities and issues pertinent to the Coeur d'Alene Lake during the third five-year 
review. This has been added to the Next Five-Year Review sections of the final five-year review report.  

Response to Comment F4-7 
The USEPA has been evaluating the groundwater monitoring data for Canyon Creek in general and specifically near the Woodland Park 
Repository. The USEPA has recently installed two wells at the base of the Woodland Park Repository and is conducting monitoring and 
pilot water treatment studies on water from these wells. Additional monitoring of these and other wells in Canyon Creek is anticipated in 
the future as the OU3 ROD is being implemented. 

Response to Comment F4-8 
Tables ES-7, ES-8, and ES-9 provide information on OU3 removal actions. Issues and follow-up actions regarding OU3 repository design 
and locations are identified in remedial action tables ES-11 and ES-12, and are discussed in Sections 5.1.5, 5.5.1.7, and 5.5.6 of the five-year 
review report. Actions to-date and recommended follow-up actions regarding the Coeur d'Alene Lake fish investigation and fish advisory 
can be found on remedial action tables ES-10 and ES-12, and discussed in Sections 2.3.2.2 and 5.5.1.10 of the five-year review report. 

Obtaining funding for ecological remedies has been added to the ES-12 Summary of Recommendations and Follow-up Actions table. This 
is also briefly discussed under the Implementing the Selected Remedy text in the Executive Summary text, and in Section 5 of the final five-
year review report. 

To date, the USEPA does not believe that the Basin Commission's role in OU3 ROD implementation has affected remedy protectiveness. 

As noted by the commenter, the Public Health Assessment is an Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) document 
and the USEPA is not able to influence when ATSDR finalizes its documents. 

Response to Comment F4-9 
This revision has been made to the final five-year review report. 

Response to Comment F4-10 
As stated in the first paragraph of the Executive Summary and Section 1, Clean Water Act (CWA) projects “are outside the scope of this 
review.” However, the results of these demonstration and pilot projects, and any other relevant studies, will be carefully reviewed by the 
USEPA and may inform future remedial actions. 
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Letter - F4 
Page 5 

Response to Comment F4-11 
Comment noted. Section 5.3.1 of the five-year review 
report includes a description of factors that need to be 
addressed for the OU3 Institutional Controls Program 
(ICP), including definition of ICP boundaries and working 
with local communities to adopt companion ordinances. 

Response to Comment F4-12 
The USEPA does not believe that an exposure pathway 
study of Coeur d'Alene Lake is warranted at this time. As 
the Tribe is aware, the Coeur d'Alene Lake fish 
investigation was conducted to address a data gap in the 
human health risk assessment. The risk assessment 
concluded that there were insufficient data available on 
contaminant concentrations in fish in Coeur d'Alene Lake 
to quantify risks. The Idaho Department of Health and 
Welfare (IDHW), the Coeur d'Alene Tribe, and the ATSDR 
evaluated the fish tissue data. Based upon this evaluation, 
the IDHW and the Coeur d'Alene Tribe jointly issued a 
fish advisory in 2003. 

Response to Comment F4-13 
See response to comment F4-2.  

Response to Comment F4-14 
The decision to defer a remedial action on Coeur d'Alene 
Lake was an issue for the OU3 ROD, not the five-year 
review process or report (see response to comment F4-1). 
The Tribe’s specific concerns on this issue were addressed 
in the Tribe's letter of concurrence and included in the 
OU3 ROD. 

In regard to reservations about contributing or providing 
support for the five-year review process and report, the 

7




USEPA declines to include the suggested language. The USEPA and the IDEQ both appreciate the contributions made by the Tribe in 
reviewing and commenting on report drafts and providing information on the Coeur d'Alene Lake sections of the report.  

Response to Comment F4-15 
The USEPA continues to believe that the OU3 interim ROD represents a significant step towards full protection of human health. The five-
year review report notes that the OU3 ROD does not address certain exposures impacting human health, including subsistence lifestyles. 

Response to Comment F4-16 
See response to comment F4-5. 

Response to Comment F4-17 
The sentence has been revised in the final five-year review report to specify only the media that have been contaminated throughout the 
Site “… soil, sediment, surface water, and groundwater.” As such, the suggested additional receptors have not been added to the final five-
year review report. 

Response to Comment F4-18 
The bullets under the Nature and Extent of Contamination Affecting Ecological Receptors section provide a list of chemicals of ecological 
concern for ecological protection, not a list of human and ecological receptors. The additional bullets were not added to the final five-year 
review report.  

Response to Comment F4-19 
Currently there are not enough data to definitively make this statement. Lake eutrophication studies and the lake model first need to be 
completed. 

Response to Comment F4-20 
The USEPA continues to believe that the OU3 interim ROD represents a significant step towards full protection of human health and the 
environment. At the same time, the OU3 ROD acknowledges that certain exposures impacting human health and the environment, 
including subsistence lifestyles, are not addressed by the OU3 ROD. In addition, the five-year review report notes that the OU3 ROD is an 
interim ROD, and that the USEPA will continue to work with EPA Headquarters and other parties to secure funding for OU3 ecological 
remedies. 

Response to Comment F4-21 
See response to comment F4-5. 

Response to Comment F4-22 
This comment is not relevant to the five-year review process or report; therefore, a response is not provided. 
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Response to Comment F4-23 
Comment noted. Section 5.3.1 of the report includes a description of factors that need to be addressed for the OU3 ICP, including definition 
of ICP boundaries and working with local communities to adopt companion ordinances. 

Response to Comment F4-24 
See response to comment F4-5.  

Response to Comment F4-25 
The last paragraph under Idaho Water Quality Standards will be changed to the following: 

“The ARARs identified in the 2002 OU3 ROD, and the above noted change, continue to be protective. The USEPA recognizes that other 
requirements are under development but not yet finalized (e.g., Coeur d'Alene Tribal water quality standards). At such time that other 
potential standards become final, the USEPA will evaluate their applicability to the Site.” 

Response to Comment F4-26 
See response to comment F4-25.  
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Letter - F4 
Page 6 

Response to Comment F4-27 
Section 5.4 of the final five-year review report has been 
revised to include the Coeur d'Alene Tribe in the list of 
entities that have implemented OU3 removal actions.  

Response to Comment F4-28 
The final five-year review report has been revised to cite 
the correct table number (Table 5-16) for the summary of 
OU3 removal actions. 

Response to Comment F4-29 
The final five-year review report has been revised to cite 
the correct table number (Table 5-16) for the summary of 
OU3 removal actions. 

Response to Comment F4-30 
The USEPA does not believe that a pathway study of 
Coeur d'Alene Lake is warranted at this time. 

Response to Comment F4-31 
The demonstration studies noted in the comment were 
funded with Clean Water Act grant monies, not CERCLA 
monies. Per response to comment F4-10, the first 
paragraphs of the Executive Summary and Section 1 state 
that CWA projects “are outside the scope of this review.” 
However, the results of these demonstration and pilot 
projects, and any other relevant studies, will be carefully 
reviewed by the USEPA and may inform future remedial 
actions. 
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Response to Comment F4-32 
This change has been made to the final five-year review report.  

Response to Comment F4-33 
This has been included in the final five-year review report.  

Response to Comment F4-34 
The STORET database is actually a USEPA, not USGS, database. STORET is the USEPA's national repository for environmental monitoring 
data. Basin Environmental Monitoring Plan (BEMP) data management and the STORET.org web-based data repository are already 
described and discussed in detail in Section 5.6.1.6 of the report. The commenter may not have noted this discussion because several tables 
preceded Section 5.6.1.6 in the public draft version of the five-year review report. Document pagination will be revised so that the text is 
continuous to prevent confusion for readers. 

Response to Comment F4-35
 See responses to comments F4-1, F4-5, and F4-6. Although the OU3 ROD does not include a Selected Remedy for Coeur d'Alene Lake, the 
ROD does state, as does this five-year review report, that evaluation of lake conditions will be included in future five-year reviews. 

Response to Comment F4-36 
We presume that the commenter is referring to the 2002 OU3 ROD, and not the unidentified “Addendum.” The increases in chlorophyll 
concentrations were already noted in the draft five-year review report on page 5-117 (Section 5.7.2.1). This text has been maintained in 
Section 5.7.2.1 of the final five-year review report. 

Response to Comment F4-37 
Many of the items noted in this comment were included in the text of the public draft version of the five-year review report and have been 
maintained in the final report. The USEPA anticipates that after the ongoing CWA lake investigations are complete, the Coeur d’Alene 
Tribe, the State of Idaho, and other parties involved in lake issues will evaluate the study findings. Results of the current investigations will 
shed information on the myriad issues concerning the lake that the Tribe raises in this comment. Evaluation of the current study results 
may also aid in the identification of key data gaps that will need to be prioritized for potential funding.  

As is noted in the Executive Summary and Sections 2.2.3 and 5.1 of the final five-year review report, the USEPA is currently conducting a 
careful evaluation of the National Acadamies’ National Research Council (NRC) July 14, 2005, pre-publication report recommendations 
and findings. The final NRC report is expected to be released in December 2005. The USEPA intends to work with others invested in the 
issues, such as the Coeur d'Alene Tribe, to consider the NRC recommendations and, where appropriate, translate those findings into 
action. 
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Letter - F4 
Page 7 

Response to Comment F4-38 
The USEPA has worked with the State and the Tribe to 
secure mediation support to finalize an effective, multi
party LMP. If consensus cannot be reached on an effective 
LMP, the USEPA will consider other available options. 
This is noted in the final five-year review report.  

Response to Comment F4-39 
The five-year review report identifies examples of 
obstacles to developing a revised LMP, which include 
funding. Although the USEPA recognizes that there are 
other obstacles, the purpose of the five-year review was 
not to discuss all of these in the five-year review report; 
rather these are to be discussed and resolved as part of the 
LMP revision process. 

Response to Comment F4-40 
This sentence was not added to the final report as it is not 
relevant to this five-year review. 

Response to Comment F4-41 

The list of activities included in the 1996 LMP has been 
deleted from the final five-year review report. The USEPA 
does not feel that this listing is relevant to this five-year 
review process or report.  
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Letter - F4 
Page 8 

Response to Comment F4-42 
The “sophisticated predictive models of lake water quality 
and potential mobility of metals out of lakebed sediments 
in response to nutrient inputs to the lake” was discussed in 
Section 5.7.2.1 of the draft five-year review report. This text 
has been maintained in the final version of the five-year 
review report. 

Response to Comment F4-43 
Comments noted. 

Response to Comment F4-44 
Comment noted; however, the USEPA has obtained 
mediation support for this process.  

Response to Comment F4-45 
Table 5-66 in the final five-year review report has been 
revised to read: “Complete and initiate Lake Management 
Plan.” 

Response to Comment F4-46 
Comment noted. 
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Letter - CR2. Signatory - Bob Colona. 


Response to Comment CR2-1 
Addressing human health exposures has been the USEPA's top 
priority at the Bunker Hill Superfund Site. Residential cleanup 
actions have been underway for several years and the goal is to 
complete the Operable Unit 1 (the populated areas of the Box) 
yard cleanups in 2006. The goal for Operable Unit 3 (Basin) is to 
complete sampling and cleanup of residential and community 
areas in five years. 

The USEPA and the State of Idaho continue to sample residential 
soils and house dust to determine which homes require cleanup. 
As noted in the final five-year review report, the USEPA has 
achieved several cleanup goals in Operable Unit 1 where lead 
soil and house dust community average concentrations are close 
to or below 350 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg or parts per 
million [ppm]) for soil and 500 ppm for house dust. These 
reductions, along with health intervention activities and other 
factors noted in the final report, have resulted in lower blood 
lead levels in community children. The USEPA and the State of 
Idaho will continue to monitor lead in house dust and soils as 
remedial actions are implemented. 
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Response to Comment F1-1 
Section 1.2.3 of the final five-year review report includes 
an expanded explanation of the N and Y “affecting 
protectiveness” designations, including examples of when 
the coming year could be designated as an “N,” but future 
years are designated as a “Y.” In Table 5-65 (Summary of 
Coeur d'Alene Lake Issues) of the final five-year review 
report (formerly Table 5-57 in the public review draft), the 
current and future affects protectiveness designation for 
the lake eutrophication issue has been revised to “Y.” 

Response to Comment F1-2 

Technical assessment sections in the final five-year review 
report have been revised to eliminate the cross-reference. 

Response to Comment F1-3 
In response to the first part of your comment, the Operable 
Unit 2 (OU2) clean backfill requirement of 100 milligrams 
per kilogram (mg/kg) of lead is not the “trigger” for 
maintenance of a remedy nor is it the standard by which 
OU2 remedy performance is measured. 

Phase I remedial action goals for the gulches focused on 
source removal and stabilization of contaminated soils or 
sediments in select gulch floors (1992 OU2 Record of 
Decision [ROD] and 1995 Comprehensive Cleanup Plan 
[CCP]). As with most areas within OU2, a chemical-
specific soil excavation goal of 1,000 mg/kg lead was used 
for source removal actions in most of these selected gulch 
floors. The 1,000 mg/kg lead excavation goal is based on 
human health risk levels and not ecological risk levels. 
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However, as part of the OU2 Phase I remedy evaluation and consideration of a potential OU2 Phase II remedy, additional actions may be 
considered within the context of site-wide ecological cleanup goals.  

There were a few exceptions, however, to this 1,000 mg/kg lead excavation goal in OU2: the north of I-90 Smelterville Flats removal action 
(see response to comment F1-9) and the Government Gulch and Magnet Gulch removal actions. The 1998 OU2 ESD provided separate 
upland (outside of the stream corridor) and streambed excavation goals for these two gulches to minimize the overall combined metals 
loading from the Site to the SFCDR and to minimize human exposure potential to contaminated soils.  

Non-hillside, upland area excavations goals in these two gulches were set at 10,000 mg/kg lead, 850 mg/kg arsenic, 9,000 mg/kg zinc, 850 
mg/kg antimony, 850 mg/kg mercury, and 850 mg/kg cadmium. Non-hillside, upland areas found to be below an excavation goal (e.g., 
10,000 mg/kg lead) but above 1,000 mg/kg lead were generally capped with an ICP-approved barrier consistent with future land use 
plans. The clean backfill requirement was 100 mg/kg lead. 

For streambed and floodplain areas in these two gulches, different analytical goals were set due to the increased likelihood of human 
exposure via direct contact in the stream or farther down the river, as well as the likelihood of increased leaching from constant wetting 
and drying. Streambed and floodplain area excavation goals were set at 1,000 mg/kg lead, 850 mg/kg arsenic, 1,000 mg/kg zinc, 850 
mg/kg antimony, 850 mg/kg mercury, and 850 mg/kg cadmium. Areas found to be above an excavation goal (e.g., 1,000 mg/kg lead) 
were excavated and reconstructed using geotextiles, soil, and rock compliant with ICP backfill requirements. In those streambed and 
floodplain areas where the excavation goals were not attainable after repeated excavations, materials were removed to a minimum of 2 feet 
below the last excavation elevation and were backfilled with coarse rock compliant with ICP backfill requirements  

In response to the second part of your comment, there is no OU2-wide plan to conduct periodic confirmational soil/sediment sampling 
with the exception of sampling in conjunction with OU2 biological resources monitoring, nor is the USEPA required to conduct 
confirmational sampling for five-year review purposes. Data for five-year reviews is gathered and analyzed from many sources including 
the following: 

•	 Review of the first five-year review reports for OUs 1 and 2;  

•	 Review of remedies selected in the Site RODs, as amended or modified; 

•	 Review and assessment of relevant monitoring data (e.g., water quality monitoring data) and remedy completion reports, 
including Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) reports;  

•	 Review of operations and maintenance (O&M) records;  

•	 Onsite inspections; 

•	 Interviews with various individuals familiar with specific remedial activities; and 

•	 Notification and solicitation of comments from the public and other interested parties. 
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In addition to five-year reviews, the USEPA and the State of Idaho conduct periodic visual site inspections of all OU2 remediated areas 
including gulch floors to ascertain if any sampling or maintenance is required. If upon inspection it is found that a protective cover has 
been compromised, sampling may be required, and if found above 1,000 mg/kg lead, repair of the cover implemented. O&M plans for 
each of the gulches are also being developed to ensure that remedies remain intact. In addition, the OU2 Box ICP guides the establishment 
and maintenance of effective barriers in undeveloped areas where surficial soil lead concentrations exceed 1,000 mg/kg lead and in 
residential areas where lead concentrations exceed the residential community average of 350 mg/kg, with no property exceeding 1,000 
mg/kg. Overall remedy performance is determined after evaluating all of the above sources of information. 

Response to Comment F1-4 
The 1992 OU2 ROD selected the remedy for Page Ponds, which included the removal of approximately 40 to 60 thousand cubic yards of jig 
tailings from the West Page swamp area. Actions to remove tailings from the East Page swamp area were not part of the Selected Remedy. 
As noted in the 2000 OU2 five-year review report, approximately 40,000 cubic yards of West Beach tailings were removed in the winter of 
1997-1998. Since that time, exposed tailings in the eastern portion of the North Channel have also been addressed and these actions are 
noted in the 2005 final five-year review report. The issue of waterfowl lead exposure from Page Ponds is described in Section 4.4.3 of the 
final report (Biological Monitoring) and, therefore, is captured in the issue table for OU2 (see Table ES-5). In addition, as part of the OU2 
Phase I remedy evaluation and consideration of a potential OU2 Phase II remedy, additional actions may be considered within the context 
of site-wide ecological cleanup goals. The USEPA has included clarifying text in the final report. 
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Response to Comment F1-5 
See response to comment F1-3. 

Response to Comment F1-6 
This has been corrected in the final five-year review report.  

Response to Comment F1-7 
Phase I gulch remedial actions are functioning as intended 
by decision documents. See response to comment F1-3.  

In regard to biomonitoring sampling results and 
protection of the environment, the goals of the 1992 OU2 
ROD did not include protection of ecological receptors. 
However, as part of the OU2 Phase I remedy evaluation 
and consideration of a potential OU2 Phase II remedy, 
additional actions may be considered within the context of 
site-wide ecological cleanup goals. The results from 
biological monitoring will be considered during the Phase 
I evaluation. The USEPA has included this clarifying text 
in applicable Technical Assessment sections of the final 
five-year review report, including Section 4.3.2.8 for the 
gulches. 

Response to Comment F1-8 

See responses to comments F1-3 and F1-7.  

Response to Comment F1-9 
Table 4-24 of the public comment version of the five-year 
review report was in error. The removal goal for 
Smelterville Flats south of I-90 was 1,000 mg/kg lead. The 
site-specific removal goals for Smelterville Flats north of I
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90 were 3,000 mg/kg lead and 3,000 mg/kg zinc. This has been corrected in the final five-year review report. 

The site-specific goals for Smelterville Flats north of I-90 were based on a number of factors:  concentrations found in the sediments typical 
of the SFCDR, dewatering limitations, the presence of physical barriers (e.g. large woody vegetation next to the river), and the presence of 
native alluvial material overlying and commingled with tailings throughout the area. Although a significant volume (1.2 million cubic 
yards) of tailings was removed from the Flats north of I-90, a complete removal was not necessary in order to achieve remedial action 
objectives (RAOs). Few removals were conducted in areas near and north of the SFCDR. The areas that were excavated, and most of the 
areas where contamination remained and where material was too coarse to support vegetation, were capped or constructed with clean 
materials (less than 100 mg/kg lead). Topsoil was placed in the upland and floodplain areas and clean rock was placed in the primary 
river channel construction areas. Capping and revegetation were done to prevent direct contact with underlying contaminants by humans 
and animals and to stabilize the floodplain and minimize erosion.  

In regard to the biomonitoring sampling results, the preliminary data may reflect sampling in an area that was not remediated as part of 
the north of I-90 removal action since results found are somewhat typical of SFCDR sediment lead concentrations. The USEPA will, 
however, consider these results as it evaluates the effectiveness of the Phase I Smelterville Flats removal action.  

Response to Comment F1-10 
As stated in the response to comment F1-3, the OU2 clean backfill requirement of 100 mg/kg of lead is not the “trigger” for maintenance of 
a remedy nor is it the standard by which OU2 remedy performance is measured.  

As stated in the response to comment F1-9, the Smelterville Flats south of I-90 excavation goal was 1,000 mg/kg lead; the north of I-90 
excavation goal was 3,000 mg/kg lead, where feasible.  

And as stated under response to comment F1-3, it is not a requirement of the five-year process to conduct confirmational sampling; rather 
data are gathered and analyzed from a variety of sources to determine remedy performance. See the 4th and 5th paragraphs under response 
to comment F1-3 for examples of data sources. 
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Response to Comment F1-11 
See responses to comments F1-9 and F1-10. As stated in the 
response to comment F1-9, the use of biomonitoring 
sampling results will be used during the OU2 Phase I 
remedy evaluation of the Smelterville Flats. The USEPA 
has included this clarifying text in Question C for 
Smelterville Flats (see Section 4.3.3.5 of the final five-year 
review report).  

Response to Comment F1-12 
Question C in Section 4.3.5.4 of the final five-year review 
report has been revised to clarify the requirement for 
mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F1-13 
Question C in Section 4.3.5.4 of the five-year review report 
refers the reader to Section 4.4.3 of the report for more 
information on the biological monitoring results. 
Therefore, the issue of waterfowl lead exposure from Page 
Ponds is included in the issues table in the report (see 
Table ES-5). In addition, as part of the OU2 Phase I remedy 
evaluation and consideration of a potential OU2 Phase II 
remedy, additional actions may be considered within the 
context of site-wide ecological cleanup goals. The USEPA 
has included this clarifying text in the final five-year 
review report. 

Response to Comment F1-14 
As stated above, the goals of the 1992 OU2 ROD did not 
include protection of ecological receptors. However, as 
part of the OU2 Phase I remedy evaluation and 
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consideration of a potential OU2 Phase II remedy, additional actions may be considered within the context of site-wide ecological cleanup 
goals. The results from biological monitoring will be considered as part of this Phase I evaluation. The USEPA has included this clarifying 
text in applicable Technical Assessment sections of the final five-year review report. .  
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Response to Comment F1-15 
As stated above, the goals of the 1992 OU2 ROD did not 
include protection of ecological receptors. However, as 
part of the OU2 Phase I remedy evaluation and 
consideration of a potential OU2 Phase II remedy, 
additional actions may be considered within the context of 
site-wide ecological cleanup goals. The USEPA has 
included this clarifying text in the final five-year review 
report. 

Per the 1992 OU2 ROD, biological monitoring is an 
important component. The ROD states that as habitat is 
established, and environmental receptors are exposed to 
residual soil contamination, monitoring will be conducted 
to evaluate actual impacts to resident populations.  

Biological monitoring has been conducted and will be 
included in the revised OU2 Environmental Monitoring 
Plan as discussed in Section 4 of the final five-year review 
report. 
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Response to Comment F1-16 
Corrections have been made to Tables ES-5 (Summary of 
Issues – Operable Unit 2), ES-6 (Summary of 
Recommendations and Follow-up Actions – Operable Unit 
2), 4-29 (Summary of CIA Remedy Issues), and 4-30 
(Summary of CIA Recommendations and Follow-up 
Actions) in the final five-year review report. 

Response to Comment F1-17 
This change has been made in the final five-year review 
report. 

Response to Comment F1-18 
This change has been made in the final five-year review 
report. 

Response to Comment F1-19 
This change has been made in the final five-year review 
report. 

Response to Comment F1-20 
This change has been made in the final five-year review 
report. 

Response to Comment F1-21 
This change has been made in the final five-year review 
report. 

Response to Comment F1-22 
This change has been made in the final five-year review 
report. 
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Response to Comment F1-23 
This change has been made in the final five-year review report.  

Response to Comment F1-24 
Construction of the remedy for Constitution is scheduled to start in the fall 2005 and be completed by 2006. Construction of the remedy at 
the Rex site is planned to start in the summer of 2006. These clarifications are reflected in the final five-year review report.  

Response to Comment F1-25 
See response to comment F1-16. 
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Response to Comment F1-26 
This change has been made in the final five-year review 
report. 

Response to Comment F1-27 
This change has been made in the final five-year review 
report. 

Response to Comment F1-28 
This change has been made in the final five-year review 
report. 

Response to Comment F1-29 
The USEPA has expanded the referenced discussion in the 
final five-year review report to explain that informational 
health warning signs were posted at locations not practical 
for active remediation (e.g., beaches with high potential for 
flooding and recontamination). A reevaluation of the 
health warning sign language, locations, and effectiveness 
is a likely component of a Lower Basin recreational 
management plan/policy which has been recommended 
for development by the Coeur d'Alene Basin Technical 
Leadership Group (TLG). 

Response to Comment F1-30 
This change has been made in the final five-year review 
report. 

Response to Comment F1-31 
This change has been made in the final five-year review 
report. 
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Response to Comment F1-32 
This change has been made in the final five-year review report.  

Response to Comment F1-33 
This change has been made in the final five-year review report.  

Response to Comment F1-34 
This change has been made in the final five-year review report. . 

Response to Comment F1-35 
This change has been made in the final five-year review report.  
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Response to Comment F1-36 
This change has been made in the final five-year review 
report. 

Response to Comment F1-37 
Construction of the remedy for Constitution is scheduled to 
start in the fall 2005 and be completed by 2006. 
Construction of the remedy at the Rex site is planned to 
start in the summer of 2006. These clarifications are 
reflected in the final five-year review report. 
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Response to Comment C5-1 
The human health effects associated with exposure to 
heavy metals have been studied extensively at the Bunker 
Hill Site. Sections 2.2 and 3 of the five-year review report 
provide a summary of the history of actions taken to 
address human health issues at the Site starting in the 
Bunker Hill Box, and the subsequent reductions in blood 
lead levels observed in community children. The five-year 
review report also provides a summary of the lead health 
intervention program conducted by the Panhandle Health 
District which includes annual blood lead screening 
services and follow-up for children with elevated blood 
lead levels.  
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Response to Comment C1-1(B) and C1-1 
The Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 121(c) 
requires the USEPA to perform a review of remedial 
actions that result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or 
contaminants remaining at the site at least every five years. 
The purpose of the review is to assure the remedial actions 
are protective of human health and the environment.  

Public comment periods are not required for five-year 
reviews. However, the USEPA elected to provide the 
public and stakeholders the opportunity to comment on 
the draft five-year review report from June 1 to July 30, 
2005. All comments that were received on the public 
review draft were reviewed, and if relevant to the five-year 
review, resulted in the USEPA providing written 
responses and/or corrections or clarifications in the final 
five-year review report. Comments that weren’t relevant to 
the five-year review were not addressed in the five-year 
review report or this response to comments.  

Prior to the publication of the public review draft on June 
1, 2005, there were two earlier draft versions of the five-
year review report. One was in February 2005 titled "EPA 
Internal Review Draft" and was for the USEPA and the 
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ) 
authors to review. Corrections to this report were then 
made, and in April 2005 a revised report, titled “External 
Partner Review Draft,” was submitted to other report 
contributors for review. As mentioned in Section 1.2 of the 
final report, contributors to the report included the 
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Panhandle Health District (PHD), the Coeur d'Alene Tribe, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), the 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM). This version of the report was also shared with the Spokane Tribe, the Washington State Department of Ecology, the U.S. 
Geological Survey (USGS), and the IDEQ and the USEPA contractors. Both of these earlier drafts are available to the public upon request.  

Response to Comment C1-2 
The USEPA recognizes that railroads and other modes of transportation did contribute to contamination at the Bunker Hill Superfund Site. 
This has been included in the final five-year review report where applicable. 

Response to Comment C1-3 
The commenter is correct in that the Executive Summary text does not specifically mention the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) consent 
decree (CD) for the right-of-way (ROW) remedial action within the “Box” (Operable Units 1 and 2), nor does it provide details regarding 
this action. However, Executive Summary Tables 4 through 6 provide summary information on this action, and Section 4.3.10 of the five-
year review reports provides a detailed description and evaluation of the UPPR ROW remedial action that took place in the Box. This 
remedial action was implemented consistent with its CD and the 1992 OU2 Record of Decision (ROD) which includes performance 
standards for ROWs.  

A response regarding the legality of the UPRR ROW remedial action in the Box is not provided in this response to comments as it is not 
relevant to this five-year review (see response to comment C1-1 and C1-1(B), first and second paragraphs).  

Detailed information on the larger-scale UPRR ROW removal action that took place outside the Box in Operable Unit 3 (OU3) can be found 
in Section 5.8 (Trail of the Coeur d’Alenes) of the five-year review report.  

NOTE TO COMMENTER: The summary of actions for the OU3 UPRR ROW/Trail of the Coeur d’Alenes was moved from Table ES-10 in 
the public review draft of the five-year review report to Table ES-7 in the final report. Likewise, the summary of issues and the 
recommendations and follow-up actions for the OU3 UPRR ROW/Trail of the Coeur d’Alenes were moved to Tables ES-8 and ES-9, 
respectively, in the final report.  

Response to Comment C1-4 

This comment is not relevant to this five-year review; therefore, a response is not provided (see response to comment C1-1 and C1-1(B), 
first and second paragraphs).  
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Response to Comment C1-5 
Table ES-4 summarizes OU2 ROD activities and remedial 
actions. The timeframes displayed are associated with 
remedial actions and other activities conducted during 
each of the two five-year review periods for the Bunker 
Hill Superfund Site. Records for this work have been 
available in the Box information repositories and the 
USEPA records center for a number of years. 

Response to Comment C1-6 
The primary objective of the remedial action at Black Rock 
Slough Trailhead/Highway 3 Crossing was protection of 
human health by capping contaminated soil. While the 
asphalt does not directly “enhance wildlife,” trees were 
planted to block views of the site from a downstream 
eagles' nest. The additional trees will provide a functional 
enhancement for wildlife. In addition, building upon the 
USEPA-funded remedial action at this site, the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game, using its own funding, has 
installed a kiosk with information about the local wildlife 
and wetland areas. 

Response to Comment C1-7 
The final five-year review report tables have been revised 
to indicate that the OU3 Institutional Controls Program 
(ICP) has not yet been established.  

The USEPA is working with the State of Idaho, the Coeur 
d’Alene Tribe, and local agencies on both the OU3 ICP and 
the Trail Long-Term Oversight (TLOP) programs.  
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Response to Comment C1-8 
The commenter is correct that there were two distinct response actions implemented by the UPRR on their ROW under two separate CDs. 
Please refer to Table ES-4 and Section 4.3.10 of the final five-year review report for information on actions taken on the UPRR ROW in the 
Box. Please refer to Table ES-7 and Section 5.8 of the final report for information on actions taken on the UPRR ROW in OU3. Discussions 
on how these two CDs relate to one another or how they relate to Railbanking law is not relevant to this five-year review; therefore, a 
response is not provided.  

In regard to the sampling portion of this comment, all areas designated as beaches within the UPRR ROW and the Coeur d’Alene 
Reservation were sampled. Removal actions were based on sampling results. Removal actions within the Coeur d'Alene Reservation 
generally consisted of complete contaminant removal within the upland ROW areas with the exception of select causeway areas that lie 
below low pool elevations. For the remainder of the UPRR ROW outside of the Reservation, the only designated beach that was accessible, 
sampled, and remediated was the Harrison City Beach.  

A discussion on sampling to determine the boundaries of the ROW removal actions is not relevant to the five-year review; therefore, a 
response is not provided.  

Use patterns refer to the repeated types of uses on and off the Trail within the UPRR ROW, and could include patterns of unauthorized or 
undesirable use. The OU3 UPRR ROW removal action was certified as complete in early 2005. As such, use of the UPRR ROW as a 
recreational trail is in its infancy and patterns of use are still developing. Identifying, monitoring, and evaluating general use patterns on 
and off the Trail within the ROW will be critical in identifying issues and solutions to maintain the protectiveness of the remedy. The 
USEPA believes that monitoring will assist trail managers with future management decisions and TLOP implementation. 
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Response to Comment C1-9 
Based on evaluation of barrier performance and 
implementation of several institutional controls (ICs), 
the OU3 UPRR ROW removal action is currently 
performing as expected per decision documents (e.g., 
Action Memoranda). Please see Section 5.8 of the final 
five-year review report for further discussion of this 
evaluation.  

Response to Comment C1-10 
All Bunker Hill Superfund Site decision documents 
(e.g., RODs, action memoranda) and cleanup actions 
are consistent with CERCLA, the National Oil and 
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan 
(NCP), and relevant guidance documents. This includes 
the UPRR ROW cleanup actions in both the Box and in 
the Basin. See Sections 4.3.10 and 5.8 of the final five-
year review report for details on the specific actions 
performed and the evaluation of these cleanup actions, 
including issues and recommended follow-up actions.  

Trail use is limited to the recreational trail, and the trail 
managers monitor that use. The USEPA is working 
with the State of Idaho, the Coeur d’Alene Tribe, and 
local agencies on both the OU3 ICP and the TLOP 
programs.  

Response to Comment C1-11 
See Sections 4.3.10 and 5.8 of the final five-year review 
report for discussions of remedy performance of the 
Box and Basin UPRR ROW cleanup actions, 
respectively, including issues and recommended 
follow-up actions.  
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As stated in Section 1.2.4 of the final five-year review report regarding determining remedy protectiveness, if the answers to Questions A, 
B, and C of the technical assessment were yes, yes, and no, respectively, then the remedy is considered protective. However, if the answers 
to the three questions were other than yes, yes, and no, depending on the elements that affect each question, the remedy may be one of the 
following: 

• Protective; 

• Will be protective once the remedy is completed; 

• Protective in the short-term (current to 1-year); however, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long-term (greater than 1-
year), follow-up actions need to be taken; 

• Not protective, unless the following action(s) are taken in order to ensure protectiveness; or 

• Protectiveness cannot be determined until further information is obtained.  

Even if there is a need to conduct further actions, it does not mean that the remedy is not currently protective nor meeting the 
requirements of decision documents. Normally, the remedy is considered as not protective if:  

• An immediate threat is present (e.g., exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are not being controlled); 

• Migration of contaminants is uncontrolled and poses an unacceptable risk to human health or the environment; 

• Potential or actual exposure is clearly present or there is evidence of exposure (e.g., institutional controls are not in place or not 
enforced and exposure is occurring); or 

• The remedy cannot meet a new cleanup level and the previous cleanup level is outside of the risk range.  

 The UPRR ROW cleanup actions are currently protective; however, if the follow-up actions identified in the final five-year review report 
are not taken, the protectiveness of the remedy could be comprised.  

Response to Comment C1-12 
See responses to comments C1-9 through C1-11 above.  

Response to Comment C1-13 
As stated under response to comment C1-2, the USEPA recognizes that railroads did contribute to contamination at the Bunker Hill 
Superfund Site. Although the UPRR is not specifically identified, this acknowledgement of contamination from railroads is included in the 
Executive Summary and Section 2 of the final five-year review report. See Section 5.8 of the final five-year review report for a discussion of 
the OU3 UPRR removal action and an explanation of why this removal action was not part of the OU3 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility 
Study (RI/FS) or OU3 ROD. 
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Response to Comment C1-14 
See responses to comments C1-2 and C1-13.  

Response to Comment C1-15 
A discussion on who calls the Coeur d’Alene Lake their homeland is not relevant to the five-year review; therefore, a response is not 
provided.  

In regard to sampling of beaches and the boundary of the UPRR ROW south of Harrison, see the second and third paragraphs under 
response to comment C1-8.  
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review report accurately describes the role of the Basin Commission and the areas of involvement as agreed to by the parties.  

Response to Comment C1-17 
Section 3 of the five-year review report evaluates the Selected Remedy for OU 1, which is also known as the populated areas of the Bunker 
Hill Box. Therefore, Section 3 discusses street rights-of-way (ROWs) adjacent to residential properties. Section 4 of the five-year review 
report addresses the UPRR ROW in the Box. Section 5.8 of the five-year review report discusses the UPRR ROW removal actions 
conducted in OU3. As noted in the report, the entire UPRR ROW is currently meeting performance requirements outlined in their 
respective decision documents (e.g., CDs, Action Memoranda).  

Response to Comment C1-18 

Comments noted; however, Section 3.2.1.6 of the five-year review report describes the disposal issues in OU1. This is not relevant to the 
UPRR ROW response actions.  

Response to Comment C1-19 

Section 3.2.1.7 of the five-year review report discusses general infrastructure needs and issues with respect to the populated areas of the 
Box (OU1). As noted in Section 5.8 of the final five-year review report, the UPRR's obligation included extensive removals, capping, 
replacing, and /or repairing culverts, and in some cases retrofitting/installing bridges across drainages. See Section 5.8.6 of the report for 
additional clarifying text regarding performance of the OU3 UPRR ROW remedy, and the need for a UPRR ROW-related TLOP and a 
State/Tribal management agreement.  

The statements with respect to the Tribe are not relevant to the five-year review; therefore, a response is not provided.  
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Response to Comment C1-20 
The UPRR ROW remediation in the Box is discussed in 
Section 4.3.10 of the final five-year review report. The CD 
negotiated with UPRR for the 13 miles through the Box 
was implemented in accordance with the 1992 OU2 ROD 
and as documented in the Completion of Remedial Action 
Report/Completion of Work Report.  

Statements regarding funds needed for operation and 
maintenance (O&M), ICP, and ongoing remedial actions 
and how this relates to the UPRR Company are noted but 
not relevant to the five-year review; therefore, a response 
to this portion of the comment is not provided.  

Response to Comment C1-21 
The USEPA does recognize that there are complex issues 
that need to be resolved related to development and 
implementation of an effective, multi-party Lake 
Management Plan (LMP).  

In regard to the other statements expressed in this 
comment, the USEPA does not believe these are relevant to 
the five-year review; therefore, a further response is not 
provided. 
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Response to Comment C1-22 
The USEPA believes that the information in Section 5.8 of 
the five-year review report adequately discusses the UPRR 
removal action for the purpose of conducting a five-year 
review.  

Response to Comment C1-23 
As stated in Section 5.8.1 of the five-year review report, the 
elements of the removal action were selected by the 
Governments based on the analysis of alternatives 
presented in the EE/CA. A range of alternatives presented 
and for which comparative analysis was performed in the 
EE/CA included each of the following: No Action, 
Institutional Controls (ICs), Protective Barriers, Removal 
and Disposal/Consolidation, or Treatment. The EE/CA 
evaluated environmental impacts associated with the 
alternative considered. The Selected Remedy involved a 
combination of multiple alternatives presented. This 
section in the final five-year review report has been revised 
to clarify the EE/CA alternatives analysis that was 
conducted. 

Response to Comment C1-24 
The USEPA believes that that information contained in 
Section 5.8.2.1 of the five-year review report is accurate.  

Response to Comment C1-25 
The statements contained in this comment are not relevant 
to the five-year review; therefore, a response is not 
provided. 
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Response to Comment C1-26 
The Completion of Obligation Reports (CORs) were 
completed and placed in the Basin document repositories 
(also called information repositories) in late 2004, and 
certification was completed in January 2005. Certification 
letters have also been placed in the Basin document 
repositories. Section 5.8.4.1 of the final five-year review 
report has been updated with this information. See Section 
1.3.2 of the final five-year review report for the addresses 
of the Box and the Basin document/information 
repositories.  

Response to Comment C1-27 
The requirements for certification are described in Section 
5.8.4.1 of the five-year review report. Issues related to title 
transfer are being resolved by the UPRR, the State of 
Idaho, and the Coeur d’Alene Tribe. Title transfer is not 
part of the certification requirements, but rather is a 
condition of the Certificate of Interim Trail Use. Upon 
resolution of those outstanding issues, the title transfer 
will occur. Section 5.8.4.2 of the final five-year review 
report has been revised to include resolution of 
encroachment issues as a remaining activity.  

Response to Comment C1-28 
The State and the Tribe are working out the final details on 
how to best implement a barrier maintenance plan that 
will provide the necessary protection and long-term 
management program within the TLOP. Work conducted 
under the TLOP is separate from work conducted as part 
of the five-year review process. If additional studies, 
sampling or investigation is needed to support an 
evaluation of remedy performance, the USEPA will work 
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with the UPRR to complete that work in accordance with paragraph 36 of the CD. At a minimum, the USEPA will continue to conduct a 
review of the UPRR ROW removal action in future five-year reviews. Section 5.8.4 of the final five-year review report notes that this is the 
first five-year review for the UPRR ROW removal action, and additional studies and investigations may be conducted. 

Response to Comment C1-29 
A component of the Flood Damage Repair Element of Work prescribed re-installation of culverts that had been washed out. The UPRR, 
partially in response to public comments, agreed to design and install culverts in Shingle and O'Gara bays to better allow natural flows 
and connectivity between the lake and the bays on the upland side of the UPRR embankment. The inverts of the bridge channels were 
designed to be consistent with adjacent bay floor elevations. Section 5.8.3 of the final five-year review report has been updated to discuss 
the installation of those bridges.  

With respect to trail use patterns, trail managers are responsible for assessing use patterns, and developing and implementing future 
management strategies to curb undesirable uses. Your comments have been directed to the trail managers. 

.
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Response to Comment C1-30 
The USEPA believes the description of the seeps as 
captured in the final five-year review report is accurate. 
The comments on the TLOP are addressed in response to 
comment C1-31. 
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Response to Comment C1-31 
The TLOP will define how the remedy along the trail is 
maintained by the State and the Tribe. It is currently in 
draft form and is scheduled to be completed as soon as 
possible by the State and the Tribe. As stated under 
response to comment C1-28, work conducted under the 
TLOP is separate from work conducted as part of the five-
year review process.  

Response to Comment C1-32 
The USEPA believes that the Lake Environmental 
Monitoring Program (LEMP) and Clean Water Act (CWA) 
sampling will provide useful information for the lower 
lake area.  

Response to Comment C1-33 
See responses to comments C1-30 and C1-32. 

Response to Comment C1-34 
Section 5.8.3 of the final five-year review report has been 
updated to address flood damage. The trail remedy 
includes provisions for repairs when flood damage occurs 
as described in the maintenance and repair (M&R) Work 
Plan.  

Section 5.8.4.2 of the final five-year review report was 
updated to clarify noxious weed management plans and 
obligations.  

Section 5.8.3 of the final five-year review report was 
updated to discuss the sustained high water event. All 
data that supported the EE/CA were included in the 
administrative record. Since the EE/CA is a CERCLA 
action, an Environmental Impact Statement under the 
National Environmental Protection Action is not required.  
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Response to Comment C1-35 
The USEPA believes the information contained in the 
tables in Section 5.8 of the five-year review report is 
accurate. 

Response to Comment C1-36 
Table 5-59 in the public review draft of the five-year 
review report is now Table 5-67 in the final report. The 
same two issues are in both versions of the report. There 
are no additional UPRR remedy issues identified in the 
final report.  
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Response to Comment C1-37 
Table 5-60 in the public review draft of the five-year 
review report is now Table 5-68 in the final report. Two 
additional recommendations have been included in Table 
5-68 in the final report.  

Response to Comment C1-38 
The USEPA believes the activities and findings described 
in the final five-year review report are accurate. The trail 
will continue to be monitored through regular and event-
driven inspections and management. As the remedy is 
subjected to the test of time, natural forces, and influence 
from development and use, more rigorous analyses may 
be appropriate.  
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Letter - C4.  Signatory - L. Rogers and Antonia Hardy 
Response to Comment C4-1 

Those who turned in comments by June 30, 2005, were: 
• Senator Joyce Broadsword  
• Rog and Toni Hardy 
• Terry Harwood, Basin Commission Executive Director 
• HellerEhrman LLP (Hecla) 
• Gayle Eversole 
• Robert McCroskey 
• Panhandle Health District 
• Ron Roizen  
• Sierra Club, Upper Columbia River Group  
• U.S. Department of Interior (USDOI)  
• Dick Wandrocke 
• Paul Woods, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 

In regard to extension of the public comment period, Michael 
Thorp of HellerEhrman LLP, on behalf of the Hecla Mining 
Company, submitted a request for a 60-day extension to the 
public comment period on June 15, 2005. The USEPA 
respectfully denied this request via e-mail on June 17 and via 
letter on June 22, as an extension would cause the USEPA to 
not meet its statutory deadline to complete this five-year 
review by September 27, 2005. On June 28, 2005, the USEPA 
received a faxed letter from the Idaho Congressional 
delegation on behalf of the public they represent, requesting a 
60-day extension to the public comment period. After 
approval from the USEPA Headquarters, a 30-day extension 
to the public comment period was granted. The Idaho 
Congressional delegation was notified of the extension on 
July 1, 2005, and telephone calls, e-mails, and newspaper ads 
to the public were placed shortly thereafter. Because of this 
public comment period extension, completion of the final 
report was delayed until October 24, 2005. 
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Terry Harwood, Basin Commission Executive Director 
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Letter - S2. Signatory - Terry Harwood 
 

 

Response to Comment S2-1 
As stated in the five-year review report (see Sections 4.1 and 
4.5), Phase I source control and removal actions are 
substantially complete. Evaluation of these actions on 
meeting water quality improvement objectives is currently 
underway. 

Response to Comment S2-2 
The USEPA and the State of Idaho are continuing to discuss 
viable solutions in regard to the State Superfund Contract 
(SSC) amendment that is required to fully implement the 2001 
Operable Unit 2 (OU2) Record of Decision (ROD) 
Amendment. Until this SSC amendment is signed, or another 
solution ensuring long-term operation of the Central 
Treatment Plant (CTP) is found, control and treatment of acid 
mine drainage and its impact on water quality will continue 
to be an issue.  

Response to Comment S2-3 
See Section 4.3.5 of the five-year review report for a 
discussion on Page Pond. 

Response to Comment S2-4 
Comment noted. See Section 5.3.1 of the five-year review 
report for a discussion on the Institutional Controls Program 
(ICP) for Operable Unit 3 (Basin).  

Response to Comment S2-5 
Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment S2-6 
Phase II of the treatability study (pilot testing) in Canyon Creek is scheduled to be completed during the winter of 2006. This will be 
followed by initiation of a remedial design for a water treatment system. The remedial design may be based on a phased approach and 
may include a combination of several treatment options based upon the findings of the pilot studies. 

Response to Comment S2-7 
 The power to the pumps was turned off in 1991 and not restarted until December 1994. This correction has been made in the final five-year 
review report (see Section 4.3.8.2). 

Response to Comment S2-8 
The West Fork Milo Creek is particularly important with respect to recharge to the mine. Essentially all of the water from this seasonally 
flowing stream infiltrates directly into the mine above or through the Guy Cave area. A large portion of this water moves through the 
pyrite-rich Flood-Stanly ore body, which results in the production of the majority of acid water in the Bunker Hill Mine. As part of the 2001 
OU2 ROD Amendment for Minewater, the USEPA has begun the remedial design for the West Fork Diversion. This design is expected to 
be complete by the summer of 2006. Construction of this remedy will require State signature on an SSC amendment.  

Response to Comment S2-9 
This correction has been made in the final five-year review report. 

Response to Comment S2-10 
There are only occasional Central Treatment Plant (CTP) upsets that contribute to the recontamination of the Bunker Creek channel. Since 
the reconstruction of the Bunker Creek channel, recontamination has occurred in certain segments of the channel due to a number of 
contributory factors. The primary factor is direct discharge from the Bunker Hill Mine, as well as the plugging of its conveyance piping. 
Upon contact with creek water, some portion of the dissolved metals in the mine water precipitates from solution and deposits sludge on 
the creek bottom. Other factors include contaminant transport from tributary creeks and adjacent surface areas. In response to 
recontamination, fencing was put in place between the creek and the Trail of the Coeur d’Alenes in 2002 to prevent direct human contact 
with contaminated sediments in the Bunker Creek channel. In addition, the time-critical mine water upgrades the USEPA has 
implemented have included construction of direct feed lines from the Bunker Hill Mine to the CTP and clean-out structures to ensure that 
piping and valves are working properly and conveying flows at intended capacities (see Section 4.3.8 of the final five-year review report). 
Part of the ongoing maintenance of the CTP includes regularly scheduled pipe cleanout events that help remove flow constrictions from 
the plant direct and lined pond feed lines.  

Response to Comment S2-11 
The Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) commenced proceedings to abandon the Wallace and Mullan branches in 1991. The Interstate 
Commerce Commission, by its initial decision in October 1992 and its subsequent decision in 1994, authorized cessation of rail service. 
Section 4.3.10 of the final five-year review report has been updated accordingly. 
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HellerEhrman (Hecla) 
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Letter - H1. Signatory - HellerEhrman (Hecla) 
 

 

Response to Comment H1-1 
The USEPA disagrees that there is no deadline that requires 
the USEPA to complete the five-year review before the NAS 
study is finalized. The Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) 
Section 121(c) requires the USEPA to perform a review of 
remedial actions that result in hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site at least 
every five years. The purpose of the review is to assure that 
the remedial actions are protective of human health and the 
environment. The first USEPA five-year review for the 
Bunker Hill Mining and Metallurgical Complex Superfund 
Site (“Bunker Hill Site”) was completed on September 27, 
2000. Thus, CERCLA requires that the USEPA complete 
another by September 27, 2005. The NAS study is expected 
to be finalized by December 31, 2005. Because the USEPA 
has provided the public with an opportunity to comment on 
a draft of the five-year review report and because the USEPA 
extended the public comment period, the USEPA will not 
complete this five-year review by September 27, 2005. The 
USEPA does not believe it is appropriate to further delay 
completion of the five-year review until after NAS finalizes 
its study. However, the USEPA will evaluate the final NAS 
study and consider its recommendations as it continues to 
design, implement, and/or evaluate remedial actions within 
the Bunker Hill Site. 
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Response to Comment H1-2 
While there are some indications of slow recovery of fish 
populations in some portions of the Coeur d'Alene Basin, 
other areas are still severely affected and recovery is not 
expected to occur for many years. Fish population 
abundance and composition are known to fluctuate due to 
the influence of natural and human-related factors. 
Nevertheless, fish population data for the South Fork of 
the Coeur d’Alene River and its tributaries show a clear 
abundance gradient between contaminated and 
uncontaminated areas. Exposure of aquatic organisms to 
metals was confirmed by the presence of elevated metals 
concentrations in the tissue of fish and invertebrates in 
many portions of the Basin.  

Waterfowl mortality in the Lower Basin due to ingestion 
of contaminated soil/sediment remains a concern, despite 
fluctuations in regional population size. The USEPA is 
responsible under CERCLA for protecting the 
environment, and waterfowl mortality represents 
unacceptable "take" under the terms of the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (MBTA). The MBTA is an applicable or 
relevant and appropriate requirement (ARAR) for the 
Basin cleanup and requires the USEPA to consider both 
individuals and populations of waterfowl and other 
migratory birds.  

Long-term monitoring of aquatic and waterfowl 
populations will be required to identify trends in fish and 
invertebrate abundance in response to remediation, and is 
included in the Basin Environmental Monitoring Plan 
(BEMP) in association with the 2002 Operable Unit 3 
(OU3) interim Record of Decision (ROD). 
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Response to Comment H1-3 
Similar comments were submitted during the first five-year review for Operable Unit 1, which was issued in 2000. An extensive response 
was prepared, including completion of an addendum and extended response to technical comments for the first five-year review report in 
April 2001 (TerraGraphics, 2001). The following is an excerpt from that addendum that is still relevant to this response: 

The PRP analysis also concludes that soil contamination in the BHSS or "Box" is dominated by the smelter and that smelter influence outside the 
Box is limited or absent. Most of the PRPs' comments in this regard suggest that the lead derived from either paint or the smelter has been pyro-
metallurgically treated and is released to the environment in a lead oxide chemical form. This is opposed to soil contaminants arising from mining 
industry discharges that are alleged to be in the native galena ore, or lead sulfide, form. Because lead sulfide has low solubility, the PRPs 
suppose that this lead is not bioavailable, nor can it be dissolved in the digestive tract and absorbed by children. The argument continues that 
lead in soils and dusts in the Box are overwhelmingly due to either paint or smelter-derived contaminants. As a result, the PRPs conclude that 
any effect of soils and dusts on blood lead levels is due to paint and smelter releases, with lead derived from mining industry waste being inert 
and passing harmlessly through children in their feces. As a result, the PRPs conclude that the Five Year Review failed to consider this scenario 
and "missed the mark" with respect to analyzing dose-response analysis at the BHSS.  

Included in this analysis are several misconceptions and inaccuracies with regard to the historic aspects of smelter operations, the extent and 
impact of smelter emissions, and blood lead levels during and following the smelter's active years. These misunderstandings affect many of the 
suppositions and follow-up conclusions in the PRP analysis. Among those factors are:  

i) The significance of air lead contamination and its influence on soil and dust lead levels has changed markedly in the last several 
decades,  

ii) Soils and dusts both within and outside the Box are a complex mixture of lead from several sources that vary on a location-specific 
basis depending on the particular site's history,  

iii) Both anthropogenic actions and natural weathering and contaminant redistribution mechanisms active in the valley tend to reduce 
the heterogeneity and enhance the solubility of soil contaminants available to children,  

iv) Historic dose-response analysis since the 1970s has noted independent effects of soil and dust lead on blood lead levels after 
accounting for air concentrations,  

v) Available blood lead observations prior to 1988 do not support an exponential decay theory,  

vi) The blood to soil lead concentration slope has remained consistent, both before and after smelter closure, perhaps slightly 
increasing in recent years,  

vii) Significant reductions in blood lead levels have largely been achieved in discreet increments associated with introduction of various 
risk reduction efforts in the last 25 years,  

viii) the several approaches to analysis of the blood lead to environmental exposure relationship conducted in the 1999 Five Year 
Review Report provide similar results, that are reflected in blood lead levels paralleling estimated intake rates based on home 
specific measurements of soil and dust lead content,  

ix) Blood lead levels observed through the course of remediation are consistent with model predictions developed in 1990 that indicate 
the RAO will be achieved as was anticipated in developing the remedy,  
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x) housing stock has continued to age, no lead paint related rehabilitation has occurred, childhood poverty has increased, socio-
economic indicators are the lowest in the State, and relocation to rental homes has remained frequent among young families; yet 
blood lead levels have decreased significantly, and 

xi) Lead Health Intervention Program (LHIP) follow-up investigations of children with high blood lead levels frequently identify 
contaminated soils as the primary source. Lead based paint is indicated as a risk factor in a relatively small number of cases. 

Incidental ingestion of soil and house dust has long been recognized as a primary contributor to children's lead absorption in many 
studies, including those at the Bunker Hill site (Landrigan, Gehlbach et al., 1975; Yankel, von Lindern & Walter, 1977; Succop, Bornschein 
et al., 1998; TerraGraphics, 2004). The Bunker Hill Site has adopted a strategy of reducing house dust lead exposure in the long term 
through elimination of soil-borne sources throughout the community. More recent analyses continue to provide support for the efficacy of 
the yard soil clean-up to reduce blood lead levels (Ian von Lindern, Spalinger et al., 2003a; Ian H. von Lindern, Spalinger et al., 2003b; 
TerraGraphics, 2004).  

Observed blood lead declines were evaluated by the National Academies' National Research Council pre-publication report entitled 
Superfund and Mining Megasites - Lessons from the Coeur d'Alene River Basin (National Research Council, 2005). The report focuses on 
Operable Unit 3 and states on page 139-140: 

Between 2000 and 2001, an apparent sharp decline in geometric mean 
blood lead is observed. This apparent decline may be an artifact of 
nonrepresentative sampling. If it is real, it appears to be much more 
rapid than the background rate of decline occurring in the national 
population. One possibility is that the decline is real and attributable to 
remedial activities in the Coeur d'Alene River Basin. Between 1997 (the 
inception of remedial activities) and 2000, 66 residences, 6 schools or 
daycare centers, and 5 common-use or recreational properties were 
remediated (TerraGraphics, URS Greiner Inc. & CH2M HILL, 2001), 
Table 2.3-1). Remediation of that number of properties could have 
contributed substantially to declining blood lead, since cleanups were 
intended to first address sites posing the greatest apparent threats, and 
blood sampling was not random. In any case, this apparent 
improvement in the Coeur d'Alene River Basin results was observed 
only after substantial remedial activity.  
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In addition, the National Research Council's review of OU3 supported the necessity of primary and secondary prevention strategies for 
lead exposure reduction. Page 136 of the pre-publication report states: 

However, it should be noted that interventions short of actual remediation of lead sources have not been found to reduce the prevalence 
of childhood lead poisoning in previous studies. Therefore, these counseling efforts should be adjuncts to remediation efforts in which 
the lead hazard is removed from the child's environment. Secondary prevention, which relies on identifying lead-poisoned children is 
important but should not be the primary focus of public health intervention. Given the lack of effective treatments for lead toxicity, primary 
prevention strategies are more likely to have a positive public health impact. 
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Response to Comment H1-4 
The USEPA and the Idaho Department of Environmental 
Quality (IDEQ) are currently engaged in a review of 
Operable Unit 2 (OU2) Phase I remedial action 
effectiveness and evaluation of current status of the OU2 
environmental system.  

Phase I of remedy implementation includes extensive 
source removal and stabilization efforts, all demolition 
activities, all community development initiatives, 
development and initiation of an Institutional Controls 
Program (ICP), future land use development support, and 
public health response actions. Also included in Phase I 
are additional investigations to provide the necessary 
information to resolve long-term water quality issues, 
including technology assessments and pilot studies, 
evaluation of the success of source control efforts, 
development of site-specific water quality and effluent-
limiting performance standards, and development of a 
defined operation and maintenance (O&M) plan and 
implementation schedule. Interim control and treatment of 
contaminated water and acid mine drainage (AMD) is also 
included in Phase I of remedy implementation. Phase I 
remediation began in 1995, and source control and 
removal activities are near completion.  

Phase II of the OU2 remedy will be implemented following 
completion of source control and removal activities and 
evaluation of the impacts of these activities on meeting 
water quality improvement objectives. Phase II will 
consider any shortcomings encountered in implementing 
Phase I and will specifically address long-term water 
quality and environmental management issues. In 
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addition, the ICP and future development programs will be re-evaluated as part of Phase II.  

The effectiveness evaluation of the Phase I source control and removal activities to meet the water quality improvement objectives of the 
1992 OU2 ROD will be used to determine appropriate Phase II implementation strategies and actions. In addition, although the 1992 OU2 
ROD goals did not include protection of ecological receptors, additional actions may be considered within the context of site-wide 
ecological cleanup goals. Both ROD and State Superfund Contract (SSC) amendments are required prior to implementation of Phase II 
remedial actions.  

Response to Comment H1-5 
The interim ROD for OU3 is consistent with CERCLA, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), and 
relevant guidance documents. The basic purpose of a ROD is to document the reasons why a specific remedial approach has been chosen. 
Consistent with CERCLA and the NCP, the OU3 ROD describes the site history and the risks posed to human health and the environment, 
and evaluates remedial alternatives. The ROD also describes the selected remedy and the basis for selecting the remedy, and documents 
the ARARs.  

The NCP at 40 CFR 300.430(a)(2) states that the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) should “…evaluate alternatives to the 
extent necessary to select a remedy.” This means that alternatives need to be evaluated to the level of detail necessary to understand the 
differences between remedial strategies. The OU3 ROD includes such a level of detail.  

The OU3 ROD includes an adequate level of detail for review. The OU3 ROD outlines locations where actions will be taken, describes the 
general types of action to be taken, and provides estimates of the amount of material that may need to be addressed.  The OU3 ROD also 
identifies the need to collect additional information through the collection of data and performance of treatability and pilot studies during 
the remedial design phase of the cleanup. This approach is consistent with CERCLA and the NCP. The NCP recognizes that the ROD does 
not provide a remedy which is ready to be built, hence the inclusion of the remedial design phase at 40 CFR 300.435(b). The remedial 
design phase includes not only the engineering design, but also additional sampling to further characterize the site, and performance of 
treatability studies or field tests. The information developed during the remedial design phase will help to refine elements selected in the 
ROD, identify specific treatment methods that will achieve the performance goals identified in a ROD, and optimize performance of the 
remedy.  

The USEPA is indeed implementing the 2002 OU3 ROD. The USEPA's first priority for implementation of the OU3 ROD is to remediate 
residential and recreational areas that pose direct human health risks. The USEPA and the IDEQ have already remediated several hundred 
residential properties and several recreational areas; we are moving forward aggressively to complete the human health remedy.  
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Response to Comment H1-6 
See individual responses for H1-6(B, C, D, E) below.  

 
Response to Comment H1-6(B) 

In regard to the referenced expert reports, the USEPA 
will place the documents in the Bunker Hill Site File 
which is the administrative record file for the Bunker 
Hill Site. Because the documents were submitted to the 
USEPA after it selected response actions for Operable 
Units 1, 2, and 3 of the Bunker Hill Site, the documents 
did not form the basis for the USEPA’s selection of 
such response actions. As a result, the documents will 
not be placed in an administrative record that supports 
a previously selected response action for Operable 
Units 1, 2, or 3 of the Bunker Hill Site. However, the 
USEPA will consider the documents for inclusion in an 
administrative record for any additional response 
action(s) that it may select for the Bunker Hill Site.  
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Response to Comment H1-6(C) 

With regard to the comment on OU1, Section 3.2.1.3 (Blood 
Lead Levels) of the final five-year review report identifies 
a number of risk management actions taken at the Bunker 
Hill Site that have contributed to observed declines in lead 
intakes from soil and house dust sources, which have 
resulted in reduced blood lead levels in children. These 
risk management actions are part of the selected remedy 
and include cleanup of residential properties, 
consolidation and capping of contaminated areas and 
fugitive dust sources throughout the Box, and the 
Institutional Controls Program. Also see response to H1-3.  

Response to Comment H1-6(D) 
The USEPA disagrees with the commenter. This is the 
second technical review of Phase I remedial actions and 
other activities that have been conducted in OU2. As was 
concluded in the first review, they are performing as 
expected per OU2 decision documents (e.g., ROD 
performance goals, standards, and requirements). As 
stated in the second five-year review report, the remedy 
being implemented in OU2 is expected to be protective of 
human health and the environment upon completion, and 
in the interim, human health exposure pathways that 
could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled. See 
response to comment H1-4 and Section 4.5 of the final five-
year review report (Performance Evaluation of OU2 
Remedy) for further description of Phase I and Phase II 
actions.  

The review of each of the OU2 Phase I remedial actions 
and other OU2 activities and documentation of these in the 
five-year review report was done in accordance with 
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USEPA guidance (USEPA, 2001). This review consisted of a number of steps, both qualitative and quantitative. The first step included 
gathering site-related information from the following sources: 

• Review of the first five-year review reports for OUs 1 and 2 (USEPA, 2000a and 2000b);  

• Review of remedies selected in the Site RODs, as amended or modified (see Section 1.3.1 of the final five-year review report); 

• Review and assessment of relevant monitoring data and remedy completion reports, including Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) 
reports;  

• Review of operations and maintenance (O&M) records;  

• Onsite inspections; 

• Interviews with various individuals familiar with specific remedial activities; and,  

• Notification and solicitation of comments from the public and other interested parties.  

The second step was to use the information gathered from the first step, and conduct a technical assessment of OU2 Phase I remedy 
performance and conformance with ROD requirements, performance standards, and cleanup goals. These requirements, standards, and 
goals are listed for each of the OU2 remedial actions and activities in the five-year review report.  

As the commenter notes, the technical assessment included evaluating the following three key questions for each remedial action or 
activity that is under construction, operating, completed, or in the case of many OU3 remedial actions or activities, to be completed in the 
future: 

Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents (e.g., RODs and Explanation of Significant 
Differences [ESD] documents)? 

Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and remedial action objectives (RAOs) used at the time of 
remedy selection still valid? 

Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the protectiveness of the remedy?  

The third step was to identify and document any issues and/or recommended follow-up actions required for each remedial action or 
activity. This included determining whether the issue or follow-up action would affect the protectiveness of the remedy within the next 
year (current) or in the future (more than one year). In certain cases, a determination was made that an issue or follow-up action was not 
currently affecting the remedy, but if not dealt with in the future, it could affect long-term remedy protectiveness. For example, the OU2 
hillsides remedy is currently performing as expected per decision documents, but if adverse impacts from off-road vehicle-use are not 
controlled, protectiveness of the hillsides remedy in the future could be compromised. Another example is the OU2 biomonitoring 
program. Since the 1992 OU2 ROD goals did not include protectiveness of ecological receptors, the OU2 biological monitoring issues and 
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follow-up actions indicate that monitoring results do not affect current remedy protectiveness. However, because additional OU2 remedial 
actions may be considered within the context of site-wide ecological goals, the biological monitoring results may affect the protectiveness 
of the remedy in the future.  

The next step was to determine the remedy protectiveness of each operable unit at the Site. In general, if the answers to the above 
Questions A, B, and C were yes, yes, and no, respectively, then the remedy was considered protective. However, if the answers to the three 
questions were other than yes, yes, and no, depending on the elements that affect each question, the remedy may be one of the following: 

• Protective; 

• Will be protective once the remedy is completed; 

• Protective in the short-term (current to 1 year); however, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long-term (greater than 1 
year), follow-up actions need to be taken; 

• Not protective, unless the following action(s) are taken in order to ensure protectiveness; or, 

• Protectiveness cannot be determined until further information is obtained.  

Even if there is a need to conduct further actions, as may be the case in OU2 after evaluation of Phase I remedial actions are concluded, it 
does not mean that the remedy is not currently protective nor meeting the requirements of decision documents. Normally, the remedy is 
considered as not protective if:  

• An immediate threat is present (e.g., exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are not being controlled); 

• Migration of contaminants is uncontrolled and poses an unacceptable risk to human health or the environment; 

• Potential or actual exposure is clearly present or there is evidence of exposure (e.g., institutional controls are not in place or not 
enforced and exposure is occurring); or 

• The remedy cannot meet a new cleanup level and the previous cleanup level is outside of the risk range.  

As stated above, OU2 Phase I remedial actions and other activities conducted to date are performing as expected per OU2 decision 
documents, the remedy being implemented in OU2 is expected to be protective of human health and the environment upon completion, 
and in the interim, human health exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled. Specific performance 
goals were compared with actual performance conditions and supported by both qualitative and quantitative analysis.  
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Response to Comment H1-6(E) 
The collection of groundwater north of the Central 
Impoundment Area (CIA) and, if required, treatment in 
the Central Treatment Plant (CTP) have been deferred 
until Phase I OU2 remedial action effectiveness 
evaluations have been concluded. This deferment is not 
related to the SSC amendment issue, nor does deferment 
equate to remedy failure. Upon completion of the Phase I 
evaluations, the USEPA will determine what, if any, OU2 
Phase II remedial actions should be implemented. 

Response to Comment H1-7 
The Administrative Record for the 2002 OU3 ROD was 
completed when the ROD was finalized. Following 
finalization of a ROD, the USEPA's normal practice is to 
file post-ROD documentation in the "Site File." The 
documents cited in the comment are present in the OU3 
Site File. When designing the Lower Basin remedial 
actions, the USEPA will consider the Bookstrom et al. 
report as well as any other available and relevant 
information and data. 
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Response to Comment H1-17 
CERCLA, the NCP, and relevant guidance provide the 
USEPA with the flexibility to use treatability studies or pilot 
studies to refine remedial alternatives at particular sites 
during the remedial design and remedial action. The 
USEPA frequently takes advantage of this flexibility and is 
taking advantage of this approach in OU3.  

The OU3 ROD provides for the performance of pilot studies 
on potential treatment technologies, including passive and 
active technologies. The OU3 ROD also includes 
performance criteria to evaluate potential treatment 
technologies. Consistent with the OU3 ROD, the USEPA is 
performing a two-phase treatability study of water 
treatment systems. Phase I of this study has been completed 
and focused on the identification of existing conventional 
technologies, and the performance of limited laboratory 
treatability testing to make recommendations for a Phase II 
effort. Based upon the results of Phase I, the USEPA believes 
that it is possible to meet the treatment goal of reducing 50 
percent of the dissolved zinc load from Canyon Creek to the 
South Fork of the Coeur d’Alene River. Phase II includes a 
pilot field test of at least one of the active treatment 
technologies identified in Phase I and further development 
of other technologies, including aerobic and anaerobic 
passive technologies. These pilot studies will provide 
operational and performance information to enable 
development of a remedial design for the preferred 
treatment system. The USEPA expects these Phase II studies 
to be completed during the winter of 2006. 
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Response to Comment H1-8 
The interim OU3 ROD describes cleanup work that will 
occur over approximately 30 years to address the mining 
contamination in the Coeur d'Alene Basin. As both the 
OU3 ROD and the five-year review report note, the 
USEPA's first priority is to remediate residential and 
recreational areas that pose direct human health risks. 
Subsequent actions will include cleanup of areas that pose 
ecological risks, including the dredging pilot project. Since 
we have not yet entered the planning or remedial design 
phase for the dredging project, the USEPA has not yet 
addressed the technical considerations raised in the 
comment. These issues will be carefully evaluated during 
the remedial design phase. See response to comment 
H1-17.  

Response to Comment H1-9 
The USEPA does not agree that a double-standard has 
been applied when assessing the effectiveness of the 
Upstream Mining Group’s (UMG's) actions vs. the 
USEPA's actions. CERCLA Section 121(c) requires the 
USEPA to perform a review of remedial actions that will 
result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or 
contaminants remaining at the site at least every five years. 
The purpose of the review is to assure that the remedial 
actions are protective of human health and the 
environment regardless of who implemented the remedy.  

The issue at the Page Pond in the North Channel (referred 
to in the comment as North Dike) is exposed tailings. This 
represents a much greater level of risk than exposed 
hillside areas which never had tailings and have much 
lower levels of metal contamination. In order to ensure 
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protectiveness, revegetation of tailings is much more critical than revegetation of hillside areas.  

For the hillsides remedy, the 1992 OU2 ROD discusses the goal of achieving 85 percent ground cover by plants within 8 to 12 years of 
starting remedial actions. Therefore, revegetation activities are still being conducted within this timeframe. In addition, Section 4.3.1.3 of 
the final five-year review report states that about 80 percent of the landscape meets the ROD’s plant cover performance goal and that much 
of the remaining landscape contains substrate such as rock with little opportunity for sustainable vegetation. Based upon 2004 monitoring 
data, 85.3 percent of the landscape had 50 percent or greater cover (Class 3 or Class 4), meeting the plant cover interim performance 
standards (IPS) for the hillsides project. This value represents an increase of 5 percent from the previous year’s result. In 2004, 14.7 percent 
of the hillsides landscape had less than 50 percent cover and did not meet performance standards for this metric. Of this latter area, three-
quarters contained at least 25 percent cover, with only 42 acres (3.8 percent of the total treated area) containing less than 25 percent cover. 
Section 4.3.1.3 also states that areas that do not revegetate with current treatments will be further evaluated. 

Regarding the Bunker Creek remedy discussion, the USEPA has revised Table 4-51 (Summary of Bunker Creek Remedy Issues) in the final 
five-year review report to reflect that not meeting ambient water quality standards (AWQS) affects current protectiveness. 

Response to Comments H1-10 and H1-11 
As stated in response to comment H1-6(E), the collection and treatment of groundwater “seeps” north of the CIA has been deferred until 
Phase I OU2 remedial action effectiveness evaluations have been concluded, not because of the 2001 OU2 ROD Amendment SSC 
“impasse.” These evaluations will include an update to the conceptual site model (CSM) in order to evaluate alternatives for addressing 
groundwater contamination. Phase I remedial action effectiveness evaluations must be completed before determining an appropriate 
course of action to address groundwater contamination. There is currently insufficient groundwater and hydrogeological information to 
determine if a pump-and-treat system would be effective at all in reducing levels of contamination in the South Fork of the Coeur d’Alene 
River. An expanded description of the Phase I evaluations is included in Section 4.5 of the final five-year review report (Performance 
Evaluation of OU2 Remedy). 

In response to the second part of the comment, the USEPA is well aware of the State of Idaho’s concerns regarding implementation of the 
remedy within Canyon Creek and the Box. The USEPA is evaluating a range of treatment options and approaches for Canyon Creek in 
order to identify the most cost-effective remedy that would eventually meet the goals of the 2002 OU3 ROD. The State of Idaho is a key 
participant in this evaluation process and has been supportive of the approach taken by the USEPA to-date on this issue. 

      18 



Letter - H1 

Page 9 

 

       19



Letter - H1 

Page 10 

 

Response to Comment H1-12 
The Hecla Mining Company and ASARCO, Inc. did not 
fully comply with the terms of the Consent Decree and 
perform all of the required cleanup work. As a result, the 
USEPA and the IDEQ took over a significant portion of the 
work that the Hecla Mining Company and ASARCO, Inc. 
would not perform.  

Response to Comment H1-13 
The footnote for Table 3-2 in the five-year review report 
already indicates that the discrete areas are not included in 
the table numbers. Comment noted. 

Response to Comment H1-14 
Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment H1-15 
The final five-year review report has been revised to 
include, along with the reference, a notation that the UMG 
completed a five-year review that includes a discussion of 
the OU1 ICP. The National Academies' National Research 
Council pre-publication report also includes 
recommendations related to the Institutional Controls 
Program. On page 159, the pre-publication report 
recommends that “long-term support of institutional 
controls programs should be provided to avoid undue 
human health risks from recontamination.” 

The USEPA has met with the UMG, along with the IDEQ 
and the Panhandle Health District (PHD), to discuss the 
specific issues related to the FY2006 ICP budget and 
proposals for expanding Page Repository. Discussions on 
these two topics are ongoing.  
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Response to Comment H1-16 
The final five-year review report has been revised to include 
the PHD and the IDEQ in the tables for Page Ponds 
Repository Vehicle Decontamination Recommendations and 
Follow-up Actions. In addition, text has been added to 
Section 4.2.1 of the final report to indicate that Page 
repository costs are shared for OU1 and OU2.  

The Settling Defendants' Consent Decree obligations are 
identified in the 1994 Consent Decree and include 
implementation of the Page Pond Closure Remedial Action 
Work Plan. Page Pond is included in the OU2 section of the 
final report because the Page Pond selected remedy was 
included in the Non-Populated Areas 1992 ROD. 
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Letter - C3.  Signatory - Charles Kramer  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C3-1 
We appreciate your support. 

Response to Comment C3-2 
Thank you for your kind comment.  

Response to Comment C3-3 
You are welcome.  

 

      2 



Robert McCroskey 
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Letter - C6. Signatory - Robert McCroskey  
 

Response to Comment C6-1 
In response to your first comment, the USEPA agrees 
that certain cleanup actions are not yet complete. Since 
your comment did not provide a specific geographical 
area of concern, below is a summary of the status of 
cleanup actions for each operable unit at the Bunker Hill 
Site. Please see the final five-year review report for more 
details.  

Section 3 of the five-year review report discusses the 
remedial actions completed and to be completed in 
Operable Unit 1 (the populated areas of the Box), 
including house dust remediation. Cleanup of 
contaminated soils in communities and schools in 
Operable Unit 1 is part of the residential cleanup 
program. All residential remediation in Operable Unit 1 
is expected to be complete by 2006. The five-year review 
report notes that the USEPA, along with other agencies, 
determined that home interiors would not be remediated 
until exterior contamination sources were controlled. 
Therefore, the need for interior cleaning will be 
evaluated after residential soil remediation is complete, 
taking into consideration ongoing house dust 
monitoring results and the results of the two pilot 
studies.  
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Section 4 of the five-year review report discusses the Phase I remedial actions completed and to be completed in Operable Unit 2 (the non-
populated areas of the Box). Section 4.3.1 specifically describes the hillsides cleanup actions. Phase I cleanup actions include extensive 
source removal and containment efforts, and treatment of acid mine drainage. Phase I also includes studies to determine if these actions 
have improved water quality across the Site. Phase I began in 1995, and source removal and containment activities are near completion. 
Studying the effects of Phase I is now underway. Phase II will consider any shortcomings of Phase I and may propose additional cleanup 
actions in Operable Unit 2.  

Section 5 of the five-year review report discusses the remedial actions completed and to be completed in Operable Unit 3 (Coeur d’Alene 
Basin). The 2002 Operable Unit 3 interim Record of Decision (ROD) is a 30-year cleanup plan. Prior to this ROD, some of the most highly 
impacted source materials were contained via removal actions to reduce human health and environmental risks. Since the signing of the 
ROD, other cleanup actions and studies have been initiated including the Basin yard cleanup program. 

Per statute (CERCLA Section 121(c)), the USEPA is required to conduct a review at least every five years of remedies that result in 
hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants remaining onsite. Through this ongoing five-year review process, the USEPA will 
continue to evaluate those cleanup actions that have been completed, those currently underway, and those that are planned for the future 
in order to determine if the remedies are or will be protective of human health and the environment.  

Response to Comment C6-2 
In response to comment C6-2, please refer to section 5.8 of the five-year review report for details on the removal and remedy performance 
assessment of the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) removal action (Trail of the Coeur d’Alenes).  

The UPRR Wallace-Mullan Branch right-of-way removal action resulted in the removal, decontamination, and salvage for reuse of over 
46,000 tons of rail and 132,000 rail ties and the removal and disposal of over 175,000 cubic yards of mine-waste-contaminated soils. In 
addition, over 200,000 cubic yards of barrier materials were placed along the right-of-way to construct the trail and trail heads that 
function as a barrier between the contaminants and the trail users. The asphalt and gravel barriers combined with the removal of mine-
waste-contaminated materials from the reservation resulted in the isolation and/or removal of soils that contained from thousands to ten-
thousands parts per million lead. The technical document that was the driver for this action, also described in the five-year review report, 
is the Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA), which presented an alternative analysis of several options for dealing with the 
UPRR right-of-way. A component of the EE/CA, the Streamlined Risk Assessment, looked at health risk issues associated with building a 
recreational trail within the realities of the site. The remedy was implemented in accordance with the EE/CA and the associated 
obligations of the UPRR. The UPRR is obligated, in perpetuity, for maintenance and repairs that are required to preserve the integrity of 
the barriers. The five-year review identifies some issues that will require additional monitoring on the trail. Given the infancy of the 
remedy, additional reviews will be needed to assess the performance of the trail and associated remedies in the future.  
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Response to Comment C1-16(B) 
Section 2.4.1.1 of the final five-year review report pertains 
to the Box State Superfund Contract (SSC) amendments. In 
the first paragraph of this section, it discusses the 
Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs’) non-compliance 
with their OU1 CD obligations for residential and 
common-use area response actions. In the second 
paragraph, it discusses a Box SSC amendment required to 
fully implement the 2001 OU2 ROD Amendment 
regarding the Minewater remedy. This SSC amendment 
has not yet been signed.  

Neither of these discussions is relevant to the UPRR ROW 
cleanup actions at the Site, which were implemented 
under separate CDs (see response to comment C1-3, first 
paragraph). In addition, SSCs are not required for PRP-led 
cleanup actions (see the introduction to Section 2.4 in the 
final five-year review report for a brief explanation of the 
purpose of SSCs).  

The portion of this comment dealing with the change from 
gravel to asphalt, and assertions and data submitted by the 
UPRR in the environmental engineering/cost analysis 
(EE/CA) is not relevant to the five-year review; therefore, 
a response is not provided.  

Response to Comment C1-16 
The Basin Environmental Improvement Project 
Commission (Basin Commission) is tasked by Idaho 
legislation to work on the OU3 ROD and Phase II water 
quality issues in the Box. The UPRR cleanup and St. 
Maries (Carney Pole) cleanup are not part of the OU3 ROD 
or the Phase II Box work. Section 2.5 in the final five-year 



Mike Mihelich, Kootenai Environmental Alliance 
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Letter - G3. Signatory - Mike Mihelich 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment G3-1 
Comment noted. The USEPA is very much aware of the 
potential risks of recontamination of remediated areas due to 
flooding. The USEPA will carefully consider the NAS 
recommendations regarding recontamination. For example, 
several ongoing projects funded by Clean Water Act grant 
monies may inform future remedial designs to minimize the 
potential for recontamination and will be considered. 

 
Response to Comment G3-2 

Comment noted. 
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Barbara Miller 
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Letter - C2. Signatory - Barbara Miller 
 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C2-1 
The public comment period was extended until July 30, 2005. 
The USEPA did receive the PAC/Community Resource 
Center, Co. member comments before the July 30 deadline. 
Thank you for submitting these comments.  
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Barbara Miller (#2) 

 



Letter - CR5. Signatory - Barbara Miller2 
 

 

Response to Comment CR5-1 
As noted in the five-year review report, the primary 
purpose of the human health cleanup is to reduce human 
exposure to metals. The USEPA evaluated a number of 
factors in selecting the human health remedy for the 
Bunker Hill Superfund Site and determined that a remedy 
that includes partial removal of contaminated soils (e.g., 
one-foot excavation) and capping with clean materials 
would be protective of human health.   

Per the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 121(c), 
the USEPA is required to review remedial actions that 
result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants 
remaining onsite at least every five years. The purpose of 
this review is to determine if the remedial action(s) is or 
will be protective of human health and the environment.  

The USEPA has now conducted two five-year reviews for 
the populated areas of the Box (Operable Unit 1) and has 
concluded that the selected remedy is expected to be 
protective of human health and the environment when 
completed. The USEPA will continue evaluating remedy 
performance every five years at this Site due to 
contaminants remaining in place above levels that allow for 
unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. 
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A mother 
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Letter - CR3. Signatory – A mother  
 

 

 

Response to Comment CR3-1 
The USEPA, the Idaho Department of Environmental 
Quality (IDEQ),the Panhandle Health District (PHD), and 
others have been working for many years to provide 
opportunities to better inform the public about cleanup 
actions in their community. The USEPA welcomes any 
recommendations on ways to improve public outreach 
efforts. 

Examples of some of the outreach activities completed to-
date include:  

• Going door-to-door to discuss cleanup activities in the 
community 

• Mailing quarterly newsletters and fact sheets for special 
events 

• Holding more than 200 public meetings throughout the 
Basin in recent years 

In addition, the PHD provides a Lead Health Intervention 
Program (LHIP) for area residents. The five-year review 
report includes a discussion of these LHIP activities, 
including provision of annual blood lead screening and 
follow-up, a vacuum cleaner loan program, and maintaining 
informational flyers at local grocery stores and laundromats. 
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Response to Comment S1-1 
This has been corrected in the final five-year review report.  

Response to Comment S1-2 
This has been corrected in the final five-year review report.  

Response to Comment S1-3 
The comment relates to the specific issues that will be 
considered when determining the types of mitigative 
measures needed to address Page Repository expansion. 
These specific issues have yet to be fully evaluated and, 
therefore, are not discussed in the five-year review report. 

Response to Comment S1-4 
These corrections have been made in the final five-year 
review report. 
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Response to Comment S1-5 
The USEPA agrees with the commenter. As the five-year 
review report notes, the Silver Valley Natural Resource 
Trustee (SVNRT) and other removal actions will be 
evaluated in the context of the 2002 Operable Unit 3 (OU3) 
Record of Decision (ROD) to determine if additional 
remedial actions are warranted. Evaluation of human 
health exposure to elevated lead levels at these sites is a 
key consideration.  

Response to Comment S1-6 
This has been corrected in the final five-year review report. 

Response to Comment S1-7 
Rather than specifically identify portions of cities, towns, 
or counties that may be contaminated, Section 2.1.3.1 in the 
final five-year review report has been revised to identify 
the types of areas where mining contamination may have 
come to be located. Prior to implementing remedial actions 
in a community, soil sampling is conducted to determine if 
concentrations exceed action levels identified in the OU3 
ROD.  

Response to Comment S1-8 
The third paragraph in Section 2.2.1 of the final five-year 
review report has been revised to reflect this comment.  

Response to Comment S1-9 
Table 2-1 in the final five-year review report has been 
revised accordingly. 
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Response to Comment S1-10 
Table 2-1 in the final five-year review report has been 
revised. The final report notes that OU3 removal actions 
were implemented primarily from 1997-2002, with a few 
occurring prior to that time and some continuing to the 
present. 

Response to Comment S1-11 
The final five-year review report has been revised to 
include Panhandle Health District (PHD) in the 
recommendations and follow-up actions tables regarding 
Institutional Controls Program (ICP) and ICP repository 
issues. 

Response to Comment S1-12 
This has been corrected in the final five-year review report.  

Response to Comment S1-13 

This has been noted in the final five-year review report.  

Response to Comment S1-14 
Section 4.3.11.4 (Operations and Maintenance) of the final 
five-year review report has been revised to reflect this 
comment.  

Response to Comment S1-15 
Per the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 121(c), 
the USEPA is required to review remedial actions that 
result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or 
contaminants remaining onsite at least once every five 
years. The purpose of this review is to determine if the 
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remedy is or will be protective of human health and the environment. This comment is not relevant to the purpose of the five-year review. 
This comment will, however, be forwarded to the appropriate USEPA and IDEQ staff.  

 
Response to Comment S1-16 

Table 4-69 (Recommendations) in the final five-year review report has been revised to reflect this comment.  
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Response to Comment S1-17 
Many of the miscellaneous Box projects identified in Table 
4-70 were completed with state funding, but a number of 
these projects were completed with federal funding and 
one (capping of the S&P Truck Stop) was completed with 
PRP funding. This information has been added to Section 
4.3.14.1 of the final five-year review report.  

 Response to Comment S1-18 
Per CERCLA Section 121(c), the USEPA is required to 
review remedial actions that result in hazardous 
substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining onsite 
at least once very five years. The purpose of this review is 
to determine if the remedy is or will be protective of 
human health and the environment. This comment is not 
relevant to the purpose of the five-year review. This 
comment will, however, be forwarded to the appropriate 
USEPA and IDEQ staff.  

Response to Comment S1-19 
This has been revised in the final five-year review report.  

Response to Comment S1-20 
Comment noted. The final five-year review report notes 
that the Box ICP is being used as the model for the Basin 
ICP development.  

Response to Comment S1-21 
This has been corrected in the final five-year review report.  

Response to Comment S1-22 
This has been corrected in the final five-year review report.  
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Response to Comment S1-23 
The final five-year review report has been revised to mention the potential involvement of the Panhandle Health District in managing 
Basin recreational sites (see Section 5.5.1.11, Stage 2). 

Response to Comment S1-24 
This has been corrected in the final five-year review report.  
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Response to Comment S1-25 
This has been corrected in the final five-year review report.  

Response to Comment S1-26 
This has been added to applicable Grouse Gulch sections in 
the final five-year review report.  

Response to Comment S1-27 
This has been corrected in the final five-year review report.  
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Ron Roizen 

 



Letter - CO1. Signatory - Ron Roizen  
 

Response to Comment CO1-1 

As the USEPA implements cleanup actions at the Bunker Hill 
Superfund Site, additional sampling data and information are 
collected and evaluated. It is appropriate for the USEPA to 
consider these data in evaluating remedial progress in 
reducing targeted exposures through selected remedial 
actions, health intervention, and other actions to reduce risks. 
The five-year review is one way for the USEPA to evaluate 
new data and information. The five-year review refers to an 
additional analysis that will be conducted to evaluate new 
information about the current risk to children in Operable 
Unit 3 (Basin) and the dose-response relationship between 
soil, house dust, paint exposures, and blood lead levels. This 
Basin evaluation was not included in the final report because 
data results and analyses were not completed in time for the 
public comment draft and final report. As noted in the final 
report, the evaluation will be prepared during the fall of 2005 
and will use available data in Operable Unit 3.  

 

 

2 



 1

Sierra Club 
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Letter - G2. Signatory - Sierra Club  
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment G2-1 
Thank you for your kind comments.  

Response to Comment G2-2 
The two quotes from page 5-2 are not connected as 
suggested by the comment. The first concerns Coeur 
d'Alene Lake; the second concerns the Basin Environmental 
Improvement Project Commission (Basin Commission) and 
implementation of the Operable Unit 3 (OU3) Record of 
Decision. As the commenter notes, the USEPA did not 
select a remedy for the lake. The OU3 ROD documents 
USEPA's conclusion, based upon available information at 
the time, that active remediation of lake bed sediments was 
not warranted. 

Additional information related to this conclusion is 
available in the OU3 Feasibility Study. Nevertheless, the 
USEPA continues to evaluate conditions in the lake and 
will use this information to determine whether remedial 
actions are necessary, as described in Section 5.7 of the five-
year review report.  
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Response to Comment G2-3 
The USEPA is aware that contaminated sediment is 
mobilized during high water events and is not oblivious to 
the impacts of logging and potential downstream 
consequences. Several ongoing projects in the Coeur d'Alene 
Basin funded with Clean Water Act grant monies will help 
inform the USEPA and others on the impacts of logging in 
the North Fork and other Coeur d'Alene River drainages. 

Response to Comment G2-4 
The interim OU3 ROD describes cleanup work that will 
occur over approximately 30 years to address the mining 
contamination in the Coeur d'Alene Basin. As both the OU3 
ROD and the five-year review report note, the USEPA's first 
priority is to remediate residential and recreational areas 
that pose direct human health risks. Through the Basin 
Commission and the associated Technical Leadership Group 
(TLG), the USEPA has been working with the other 
involved entities to plan future remedial actions in the 
Coeur d'Alene Basin. Both the annual work plans and five-
year work plans approved by the Basin Commission 
identify the sequencing of future remedial activities. Among 
many other criteria, the impact of remedial actions on both 
past and future actions is considered by the USEPA and the 
Basin Commission. This is noted in the final five-year 
review report. 

Response to Comment G2-5 
In September 1996, the United States District Court for the 
Western District of Washington ordered the USEPA and the 
State of Idaho to develop a schedule for completion of total 
maximum daily loads (TMDLs) for all water-quality 
impaired streams identified by the State, including the 
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Coeur d'Alene River Basin. In August 2000, a TMDL for dissolved cadmium, lead, and zinc in surface waters of the Basin was jointly 
issued by the USEPA and the State of Idaho. The TMDL established waste load allocations for discrete point sources and load allocations 
for non-discrete sources. On September 4, 2001, a district court judge for the State of Idaho invalidated the TMDL on the procedural 
grounds that the State of Idaho had not engaged in formal rulemaking when adopting the Basin TMDL. The invalidation of the TMDL was 
appealed to the Idaho Supreme Court and the decision was upheld. Any new Basin TMDL developed by the State of Idaho would be 
required to go through a formal rulemaking under State law before being sent to the USEPA for approval.  

Despite this fact, it has long been recognized that non-discrete sources are the primary sources of metals in surface water in the Basin. The 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) remedial process was identified as the most 
effective tool to address these non-discrete sources. The USEPA will be reducing metals loading to the river and downstream areas 
through implementation of the OU3 ROD. The USEPA will be implementing the Superfund cleanup whether a TMDL is in place or not. 
Superfund views the now-vacated allocations and target loadings in the TMDL as still applicable. The USEPA currently operates the 
Central Treatment Plant (CTP) in Operable Unit 2 and is planning upgrades to meet the TMDL allocations. Eventual treatment of Canyon 
Creek water, as outlined in the OU3 ROD, will also have a goal of meeting target loadings identified for this location. 

In regard to the comment on the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) process, the lake impoundment behind Post Falls Dam 
does keep the lake and Coeur d'Alene River level artificially high for a period of time and this can impact erosion of contaminated river 
banks. As part of the FERC process, Avista did consider this aspect along with many other factors as they discussed re-license alternatives 
and impacts. An evaluation of the FERC process is not part of the five-year review. However, the USEPA will consider the lake level 
requirements of the re-issued Avista license during implementation of the remedy in the lower portion of the Basin. 

Response to Comment G2-6 
The participation in annual blood lead surveys from the Operable Unit 1 (OU1) Lead Health Intervention Program (LHIP) has been 
substantially reduced since 2002 due to the program modifications described in Section 3.2.1.3 of the five-year review report. However, 
based on annual survey results for the preceding 15 years, which consistently included more than 50 percent participation of children 
residing in OU1, the relationship between lead in blood as a function of lead in soil and dust has been consistent with the assumptions 
used to develop the OU1 cleanup action levels for soil and dust. The constancy of this dose-response relationship is depicted in Figure 3-8, 
OU1 Lead Intake Rates and Geometric Mean Blood Lead Levels (1988-2002), and text in Section 3.2.1.3 refers to the dose-response 
relationships underlying the cleanup strategy. Based on this dose-response relationship, the USEPA has confidence in the protectiveness of 
the remedy, as long as lead in exposure media is maintained at levels in compliance with cleanup action levels. Reliance on the dose-
response relationships used in the IEUBK model (the model used to develop lead soil cleanup levels) is noted in the National Academies' 
pre-publication report on Operable Unit 3 (see page 202 of National Research Council pre-publication report, 2005). 
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Response to Comment G2-7 
The USEPA considers a number of factors when selecting a 
Superfund remedy and it documents how those factors are 
evaluated in the Record of Decision. The purpose of a five-
year review is to evaluate the implementation and 
performance of the selected remedy. The OU3 ROD is an 
interim ROD that states there are other potential exposures 
that are not addressed as part of the selected remedy. The 
reasons why these other exposures are not addressed are 
beyond the scope of the five-year review. 

Response to Comment G2-8 
The USEPA and the State of Idaho continue to work to 
resolve the State Superfund Contract (SSC) issue. This is a 
high priority for both agencies and may ultimately require a 
creative solution. Resolution of this issue also requires the 
assistance and support of other entities outside of both 
agencies, including the Idaho Legislature. This makes it 
difficult to establish within the five-year review report any 
kind of meaningful timeline or procedures as requested in 
the comment. 

Response to Comment G2-9 
The OU3 ROD (see page 12-11) addresses human health 
protection related to contaminated drinking water by 
provision of alternate drinking water supply, not by 
remediation of contaminated groundwater. Residences with 
affected private wells within water districts will be 
connected to the existing public water supply system. For 
residences outside water districts, the alternate water 
supply will most likely consist of point-of-use treatment or 
new groundwater wells installed into a suitable aquifer. 



 6

Actions for protection of groundwater for drinking water supplies are not addressed as part of the Selected Remedy. 

 
Response to Comment G2-10 

The property disclosure program referenced in Section 5.3.1 is currently provided by the Panhandle Health District. The final five-year 
review report has been revised to clarify this issue. 

 



Dick Wandrocke 
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Letter - CR1.  Signatory - Dick Wandrocke   
 

Response to Comment CR1-1 
Thank you for your kind comment. 
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Paul Woods, USGS Water Resources 
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Letter - F5.  Signatory – Paul Woods, USGS Water Resources 
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Response to Comment F5-1 
The correct table number in the final five-year review report is 
Table 5-59 (see Section 5.6.1.5 – BEMP Monitoring Activities).   
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Response to Comment F5-2 
The identified text changes have been made to the final 
five-year review report. 
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Response to Comment F5-3 
This correction has been made in the final five-year review 
report. 
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